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VACATION  SITTINGS  AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  3  VICTORIiE. 


Doe  on  tlie  several  Demises  of  John  Richard  Dunning^ 
Thomas  FebneEj  and  Thomas  Townsend^  v.  The  Bight 
Honourable  James  Edward  Baron  Cranstoun.  i840. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment^  to  recover  possession  of  a  tetutor  by 
certain  lands  respectively  situate  in  the  several  parishes  of  mVoUows^:— 
Meavy.  Walkhanipton.  and  Buckland  Monachorum.  in  thfi  "  Whereat  it 

•"  ^       '  '  appears  to  BM, 

county  of  Devon.  The  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  de«  that  one  part  of 
&ult  as  to  the  portion  of  the  said  lands  which  were  situate  hold  Unda,¥ii. 
in  the  parish  of  Meavy,  and  of  which  Bichard  Barri  JJ^khltJid  Sn 
Banm  Ashburton,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  at  ^«  ^'^^?2f 

,  W.,  B*i  and  M*^ 

the  time  of  his  death  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  seised  were  held  for  a 
in  fee,  and  aa  to  the  residue  of  the  lands  in  the  declaration  period  of  time 

by  my  father's 
ancestors  in  the 
male  line,  bearing  the  name  and  arms  of  D.,  as  hereditary  proprietors  of  the  same,  I  therefore 
consider  it  just  and  equitable  that  those  lands  should  continue  to  be  held,  if  possible,  by  persona 
of  the  same  name  and  flimily.  I  therefore  give,  bequeath,  and  devise,  the  freehold  lands  which 
I  hold  in  the  three  parishes  aforesaid,  to"  &c.  The  property  which  the  testator  possessed  in 
the  pariah  of  M.  was  freehold,  bat  that  in  the  parishes  of  W.  and  B.  was  all  leasehold,  which  he 
had  derived  from  his  father's  ancestors  in  the  male  line : — Held^  that  the  leasthold  lands  in  the 
parishes  of  W.  and  B.  were  sufficiently  ascertained  by  the  will,  and  therefore,  though  incor- 
rectly described  as  *'  fk«ehold,"  passed  under  the  devise, 
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tch.  of  PUat,  mentioned^  which  were  respectively  situate  in  the  several 
"  parishes  of  Walkhampton  and  Buckland  Monachorum^  the 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty^  on  which  plea  issue  was 
joined.  The  latter  lands  were  all  leasehold^  held  by  the 
said  Lord  Ashburton  at  the  times  aforesaid^  for  the  resi- 
due of  the  term  of  1000  years^  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 
The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the 
last  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Devon,  when  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  upon  the  following  case. 

On  or  about  the  21st  of  January,  1820,  Richard  Barre 
Baron  Ashburton  made  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  duly  executed  and  attested  for  passing  real  and 
personal  property,  which  said  will  contains,  amongst  other 
things,  the  following  devises  and  bequests : — "  I  give,  be- 
queath, and  devise  all  my  fireehold  lands,  manors,  estates, 
and  real  property  whatever,  situated  in  the  county  of 
Devon,  to  my  wife,  the  Right  Hon.  Anne  Selby  Lady 
Ashburton,  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  for  the  term  of  her 
life :  and  whereas  it  appears  to  me,  that  one  part  of  my 
said  freehold  lands,  namely,  those  which  I  hold  in  the 
parishes  of  Walkhampton,  of  Buckland  Monachorum,  and 
of  Meavy,  were  held  for  a  considerable  period  of  time  by 
my  father's  ancestors  in  the  male  line,  bearing  the  name 
and  arms  of  Dunning,  as  hereditary  proprietors  of  the 
same;  I  therefore  consider  it  just  and  equitable  that  those 
lands  should  continue  to  be  held,  if  possible,  by  persons  of 
the  same  name  and  family ;  and  although  I  have  no  son 
nor  brother,  nor  other  heir  male  known  to  myself,  yet 
whereas  it  is  possible  that  some  distant  heir  male  may 
exist,  although  unknown  at  present  to  me;  I  therefore 
give,  bequeath,  and  devise,  the  freehold  lands  which  I 
hold  in  the  three  parishes  aforesaid,  to  that  person  who 
may,  at  the  moment  of  my  wife's  death,  in  case  of  her 
surviving  me,  or  at  the  moment  of  my  own  death  in  case 
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t)f  my  surviving  my  wife,  to  my  nearest  collateral  heir  E*eh,  of  pum^ 
male  of  the  name  of  Dunning,  to  hold  the  same  to  him  ^^^' 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  for  ever,  whom  failing,  to 
his  collateral  heirs  male  for  ever ;  and  to  prevent  all  mis- 
takes, I  declare  that  by  the  phrase  '  collateral  heir  male,'  I 
intend  to  denote  a  person  whose  consanguinity  with  my- 
self can  be  traced  altogether  through  males  alone,  without 
counting  his  pedigree  in  any  case  through  a  female ;  and 
I  declare  it  to  be  my  wish  that,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
may  be  after  my  death,  ui  advertisement  may  be  three 
times  inserted  in  two  of  the  principal  London  newspapers, 
aad  XDXj  also  be  three  times  inserted  in  some  newspaper 
published  in  the  city  of  Exeter,  for  the  purpose  of  calling 
<m  all  persons  bearing  the  name  of  Dunning,  who  may 
consid^  themselves  entitled  to  benefit  by  this  devise,  to 
appear  f<^  their  interest  and  produce  their  respective 
claims.  .And  if  no  person  can  produce  a  valid  claim  within 
three  years  after  the  insertion  of  the  said  advertisement  in 
the  newspapers,  in  that  case  I  hereby  revoke  this  special  de- 
vise of  the  lands  situated  in  the  aforesaid  three  parishes,  and 
declare  thai  the  said  lands  shaU  be  deemed  to  be  included  in  the 
general  devise  of  my  lands  situated  in  the  county  ofDevtm^ 
winch  is  hereinafter  inserted.  And  whereas  it  appears  to 
me,  that  the  residue  of  the  lands  which  I  hold  in  the 
county  of  Devon  was  never  held  by  any  of  my  ancestors  in 
the  male  line  more  remote  than  my  father,  by  whom  in- 
deed the  greatest  part  of  the  said  lands  was  acquired  by 
purchase :  I  therefore  do  not  consider  that  any  remote  and 
unknown  heir  male  of  the  name  of  Dunning,  as  such,  pos- 
sesses any  claim  upon  the  said  residue  of  my  lands,  of  such 
a  nature  as  in  reason,  conscience,  or  equity,  to  call  upon 
me  to  respect  it ;  and  I  therefore  strictly  confine  and  limit 
what  I  am  doing  in  behalf  of  such  a  remote  heir  male 
within  the  bounds  of  the  parishes  of  Walkhampton,  of 
Buddand  Monaohorum,  and  of  Meavy  aforesaid.  Whereas 
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Km*,  rf  Fkm,  by  the  death  of  my  father's  only  sister^  Mm.  Mary  Dun- 
^^^'   ^     Wk%,  I  am  now  become^  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and 
belief,  the  only  existing  descendant  of  my  great  grand- 
father in  the  male  Une,  John  Dunning,  who  died,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken,  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne ;  I  therefore 
eonsider  it  impossible  that  any  person  should  exist  so 
nearly  related  to  me  on  the  side  of  my  father,  either 
through  female  or  mixed  consanguinity,  as  to  possess  any 
elaim  upon  my  property,  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  it 
incumbent  on  me  to  respect  it.    And  whereas  the  fortune 
that  was  brought  to  my  father  in  marriage  to  my  mother, 
amounting  to  j£10,000  sterling,'  was  much  more  than  re- 
paid to  my  mother  by  the  sums  which  shtf  received  during 
the  latter  part  of  her  life,  in  consequence  of  the  additions 
which  I  made  to  her  income  when  I  reached  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years;  I  therefore  do  not  consider  that  any  per- 
sons related  to  methroughmy  mother  possess,  merely  as  such, 
any  chum  upon  my  property  which  it  is  at  aU  incumbent 
on  me  to  respect,  any  further  than  I  may  yolimtarily  think 
fit  so  to  do,  of  my  own  firee  choice.    Considering,  there- 
fore, all  these  facts,  and  considering  moreover  that  my 
title  as  a  peer  of  Qreat  Britain  will  become  extinct  at  my 
deoease,  if  I  nevw  have  a  son,  I  think  myself  fully  author- 
ised, not  only  in  point  of  law,  but  in  point  of  conscience 
and  reason,  to  dispose  of  my  property  as  I  think  fit  in  my 
voluntary  choice  to  do,  excepting  so  far  as  the  claims  of  my 
wi&,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  me,  and  the  claims  of  a 
remote  nude  heir,  if  any  such  person  should  exist,  to  the 
anoient  and  patrimonial  part  of  my  landed  property,  are 
respectively  concerned,  for  both  of  which  I  have  hereby 
already  provided.    Wherefore  I  give,  bequeath,  and  de- 
vise all  my  freehold  lands,  manors,  estates,  and  real  pro- 
perty whatever,  situate  in  the  county  of  Devon,  excepting 
only,  in  ease  of  the  existence  of  a  collateral  male  heir,  those 
lands  which  are  situated  in  the  parishes  of  Walkhampton, 
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of  Buckland  Monichonmiy  and  of  Meavy,  from  and  after  EmL  tf  Phm, 
the  death  of  my  wife,  first,  to  the  Bight  Hon.  James  Lord  ^^* 
Cranstoun,  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  for  the  term  of  hit 
Ufe :'' — ^with  remainders  over  to  four  other  persons  for  life^ 
bcqneathing  the  ultimate  reversion  in  fee  to  the  snrviTor  caAmtnb 
of  them.  The  testator  then  gave  and  bequeathed  all  hit 
leasehold  manors  and  estates  to  his  wife  Lady  Ashburton, 
to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  nntil  his  interest  in  the  said 
leasehold  expired ;  but  in  case  his  wife  died  before  thai 
period,  he  then  devised  the  same  over. 

And  the  said  Bichard  Barr^  Baron  Ashbnrton  did,  by 
his  said  will,  appoint  his  wife,  Anne  Selby  Lady  Ashbnr- 
ton, his  sole  executrix  ;  and  died  without  issue,  and  with* 
out  having  revoked  or  altered  his  said  will,  on  or  about  thB 
22nd day  of  March,  1823,  leaving  his  widow,  thesaid  Anne 
Sdby  Lady  Ashburton,  surviving  him. 

At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  will,  and  from 
thence  to  the  time  of  his  death,  the  said  Bichard  Barrti 
Baron  Ashburton  was  in  possession  of  the  said  leasehold 
lands  included  in  the  consent  rule  as  aforesaid,  and  held 
the  same  for  the  residue  of  a  certain  term  of  1000  years, 
which  was  created  by  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  28rd 
day  of  December,  16S0,  made  between  Elize  Chrymes 
of  the  one  part,  and  Willmotte  Dunning,  widow,  of  the 
odier  part,  whereby  the  said  Elise  Chrymes  demised  the 
said  lands  to  the  said  Willmotte  Dunning  for  the  term  of 
1000  years  from  thence  next  ensuing,  without  isBfeada^ 
ment  of  waste,  yielding  and  paying,  at  the  feast  of  St« 
Michael  yearly  during  the  said  term,  imto  the  said  Eliae 
Chrymes,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  five  shillings,  if  it  were 
lawfully  demanded;  and  also  the  said  WiUmotte  Dunning^ 
her  executors  and  assigns,  doing  suit  at  the  two  law  courts 
of  the  said  Elixe  Chrymes,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  twice  in 
the  year  to  be  h^Ubsn  within  his  or  thdr  manor  of  BiidL« 
land  MoaaadKmun.   By  indenture,  bearing  date  the  5ih  of 
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xk.  of  Pleat,  December^  1659^  the  said  Willmotte  Dtuming  assigned  tlie 
^^^*  .  said  term  of  1000  years  to  her  son  Richard  Dnnning* 
The  said  Richard  Dnnning^  by  his  will^  dated  the  12th 
of  November^  1692^  devised  all  his  lands  in  Heavy  to  his 
son  John  and  his  heirs  lawfully  begotten^  and  if  he  should 
die  without  any  issue  lawfully  begotten^  then  to  his  daugh- 
ters for  life^  and  after  their  decease  to  his  brother  John 
Dunning  and  his  heirs  male  lawfully  begotten^  and  for 
want  of  such  issue  to  his  right  heirs  for  ever;  and  the  said 
testator  gave  to  his  son  John^  after  the  decease  of  his  mo- 
ther^ all  the  right  and  term  of  years  which  he  had  in  the 
•aid  lands  included  in  the  consent  rule^  and  appointed 
Mary  (his  wife)  and  John  (his  son)  executrix  and  executor 
of  his  will.  The  testator  died  the  17th  of  November, 
1692,  and  his  will  was  proved  by  the  executor  and  execu- 
trix. The  said  John  Dunning,  the  son,  by  indenture  of  the 
5th  of  October,  1695,  made  in  contemplation  of  his  mar- 
riage with  Mary  Prowse,  settled  a  part  of  the  said  lease- 
holds, describing  them  properly  as  such,  in  default  of  his 
having  sons,  on  the  daughters  of  the  marriage.  The  said 
leaseholds  afterwards  passed  from  executor  to  executor, 
or  were  otherwise  transferred  as  chattel  interests,  and 
ultimately  vested  in  the  said  Richard  Barr£  Baron  Ash- 
burton  as  aforesaid.  The  said  Richard  Barre  Baron 
Ashburton  was  descended  from  the  said  John  Dunning, 
son  of  the  said  Richard  Dunning,  and  his  collateral  heir 
male  herein  mentioned  was  descended  from  the  before- 
mentioned  John  Dunning,  the  brother  of  the  same  last- 
mentioned  Richard  Dunning. 

The  said  Richard  Barr€  Baron  Ashburton  had  not,  at 
the  time  of  making  his  will,  or  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
any  other  lands^  either  freehold  or  leasehold,  in  the 
parishes  ol  Walkhampton  and  Buckland  Monachorum,  or 
either  of  them,  than  those  included  in  the  consent  rule  in 
the  ejectment*    The  only  lands  which  his  lordship  held  at 
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the  time  of  making  his  will^  and  at  his  deaths  in  the  parish  Exch,  0/  PUatt 

of  Meavy,  were  the  freehold  lands  for  which  the  defendant        ^^^' 

did  not  defend  as  aforesaid.     His  lordship  was  also  seised, 

at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  at  his  death,  of  divers 

fireehold  lands,  manors,  and  estates,  besides  the  said  freehold 

in.  Meavy,  situated  in  the  county  of  Devon,  and  which 

he  devised  to  his  wife  as  aforesaid.    His  lordship  also  held, 

at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  at  his  death,  certain 

leasehold  lands,  situate  in  the  county  of  Devon,  which  had 

been  purchased  by  his  father,  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of 

ninety-nine  years,  determinable  in  November  1845,  and 

which  are  now  in  the  possession  of  Miss  Margaret  Baring, 

as  surviving  legatee  under  his  lordship^s  will. 

The  steward  of  the  late  Lord  Ashburton  proved  at  the 
trial,  that  he  was  steward  firom  1808  to  the  death  of  his 
lordship,  and  as  such  steward  had  the  custody  and  entire 
control  of  the  title-deeds  in  Walkhampton  and  Buckland 
Monachomm;  that  he  prepared  leases  of  those  lands, 
which  were  executed  by  Lord  Ashburton,  reserving  rent 
to  his  lordship  and  his  heirs,  and  that  he  the  steward  did 
not  know  the  state  of  the  title  to  such  lands,  until  the  year 
1824.  This  evidence  of  the  steward  was  objected  to  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant ;  and  if  the  Court,  upon  the 
ai^ument,  shall  be  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  evidence  upon 
the  construction  of  the  will  of  Lord  Ashburton,  it  is  to  be 
considered  as  struck  out  of  the  case. 

After  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Barr^  Baron  Ash- 
burton, and  in  or  about  the  month  of  May,  1828,  the  said 
will  was  proved  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  by 
the  said  Anne  Selby  Lady  Ashburton. 

John  Dunning,  late  of  Gerard  Street,  in  the  city  of 
Westminster,  wine-merchant,  duly  made  out  his  claim, 
shewing  that  he  was  the  nearest  collateral  heir  male  of  the 
said  Bichard  Barr€  Baron  Ashburton. 

Lnmediately  after  the  death  of  the  said  Bichard  Barre 
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Baeh.  if  fkm,  BcTOOL  Ashburtoiii  liie  said  Anne  Selby  Lady  Ashbnrton 
^^^\m '  ^^i^l'ci^  ^to  t^G  possession  of  the  said  leasehold  lands^  in- 
duded  in  the  consent  rule  in  this  ejectment,  and  held  and 
enjoyed  the  same  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  and  conti- 
nued in  sudi  possession  firom  the  time  of  the  deatfa  of  the 
•aid  Richard  Barr€  Baron  Ashburton,  to  the  time  of  her 
own  death. 

On  or  about  the  8th  of  July,  1835,  the  said  Anne  Selby 
Lady  Ashburton  died,  having  first  made  her  will,  dated  the 
26th  October,  1884,  by  which  she  gave  and  bequeatiied 
vnto  the  defendant,  by  the  name  and  description  of  the 
Baght  Hon.  James  Lord  Cranstoun,  his  executors,  admin- 
istrators, and  asidgns,  for  his  and  their  own  abscdute  use 
and  benefit,  all  her  leasehold  estates  in  the  countieB  of 
Devon  and  Middlesex,  or  elsewheie,  and  all  die  rest,  resi- 
due and  remainder  of  her  personal  estate  whatsoever  and 
wfioresoever:  and  the  said  Anne  Selby  Lady  Ashburton 
jfid,  by  her  said  will,  appoint  the  said  defendant  sole  exe- 
cutor thereof.  At  the  time  of  the  respective  deaths  of  the 
Mid  Richard  Barr^  Baron  Ashburton,  and  Anne  Selby 
Lady  Ashburton,  the  said  J(dm  Dunning,  late  of  Gerard 
Street,  wine  merchant,  was  the  nearest  ccdlateral  heir  male 
of  the  said  Sichard  BamS  Baron  Aahburton. 

On  or  about  t^e  6tiL  of  May,  1839,  the  said  John  Dun- 
ning, late  of  Gerard  Street,  wine  merchant,  died,  leaving 
John  Richard  Dunning,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
in  tills  ejectment,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  surviving 
Um,  and  also  leaving  Thomas  Femee  and  Thomas  Towns- 
hend,  the  two  other  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  executors  and 
residuary  legatees  of  his  said  last  will  and  testament. 

T^  question  for  the  opinion  of  tlie  Court  is,  whether 
tile  leaseholds  in  the  parishes  of  Walkhampton  and  Buck- 
land  Monachorum  aforesaid,  included  in  the  consent  rule 
in  this  ejectment,  did,  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Anne 
BiH)y  Lady  Ashbnrton,  pass  by  the  will  of  the  said  Richard 
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Barr^  Baron  Ashburton  to  the  said  Jolm  Duimiiig,  late  of  jSweK  ^  FkQ$, 

Gerard  Street,  wine-merchant,  as  nearest  collateral  heir     ^  ^^^' 

male  of  the  said  Bichard  Barr£  Baron  Ashburton,  or  not; 

if  the  C!onrt  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  leaseholds 

did  pass  to  the  said  John  Dunning,  then  the  verdict  to  be    ca^n^^o^n^ 

entered  for  the  plaintiff;  but  if  the  C!ourt  shall  be  of  a 

contrary  opinion,  then  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered. 

FUzherbertf  for  the  plaintiff,  was  stopped  by  the  Courts 
who  called  on 

Buitf  far  the  defendant. — ^The  question  depends  upon 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  this  will ;  and  there  are 
several  authorities  to  shew,  that  under  such  a  devise^ 
nothing  but  the  freehold  manors  and  lands  would  pass 
to  the  deviaee.  [Parke,  B. — ^Is  not  this  case  governed  by 
D&jf  V.  liiff  (a)  ?  ISiere  a  testator  devised  all  his  freehold 
houses  in  Aldersgate  Street,  when  in  fact  he  had  no  free- 
hold houses  there,  but  leasehold  only,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  leasehold  houses  passed.]  In  that  case  there  was  not 
any  property  but  leasehold  to  satisfy  the  devise;  but  here 
there  is  other  property  on  which  it  could  operate.  The 
case  of  Daivia  v.  Gibbs  (b)  is  precisely  in  point.  There  a 
testatrix,  seised  of  lands  in  Kent  in  fee  and  possessed  of  a 
mortgage  for  a  term  of  years  of  the  manor  of  Cranbroke 
in  Essex,  devised  all  her  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estate 
in  Kent  and  Essen:  to  J.  S.  and  his  heirs;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  will  would  not  pass  the  term,  especially  if  there 
were  any  other  clause  in  the  will  which  disposed  of  the 
personal  estate.  Now,  here  there  is  personal  property,  and 
a  residuary  clause  to  dispose  of  it.  The  leaseholds  would 
pass  under  the  residuary  clause,  and  therefore  the  Court 
is  not  driven  to  the  construction  contended  for  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff.    K  it  be  a  question  of  intention,  that 

(fl)  1  P.  Wmi.  286.  (6)  3  P.  Wxm.  36 ;  FiUgib.  116. 
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jitdL  rf  Pleat,  must  be  collected  from  the  will  itself^  and  not  from  any 
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extrinsic  evidence.  Bose  v.  Barilett  (a),  Miller  v.  TVavers  {b) , 
In  these  cases^  the  question  is  not  what  the  testator  meant 
to  do^  but  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  he  has  used 
in  the  will.  In  this  clause^  he  deals  only  with  the  freehold 
lands.  All  that  he  could  entail  was  the  freehold  property 
in  Meavy^  and  that  satisfied  the  devise.  To  give  effect  to 
the  construction  contended  for^  it  will  be  necessary  to 
strike  out  the  words  ''freehold/'  and  insert  ''leasehoW 
wherever  that  word  occurs.  There  are  several  cases  to 
shew  that^  where  a  devise  contains  clear  words  of  reference 
to  a  particular  species  of  property^  this  court  will  not  con- 
strue it  to  include  other  kinds  unless  there  be  a  distinct 
expression  of  the  intention  of  the  testator  in  favour  of  such 
•a  construction.  Itoe  dem.  ConoUy  v.  Vernon  {c),  Doe  dem. 
TyrreU  v.  Ltfford  (d),  Doe  dem.  Ashforth  v.  Bower  (e),  Hob- 
son  V.  Blackburn  {g),  Thompson  v.  Lawley  {h),  Doe  dem. 
Brown  v.  Brown  (t). 

Pabke^  B. — This  is  a  case  which  is  perfectly  clear.  The 
rule  is^  that  where  any  property  described  in  a  will  is  suffi- 
ciently ascertained  by  the  description^  it  passes  by  the  de- 
vise^ although  all  the  particulars  stated  in  the  will  with  refer- 
ence to  it  may  not  be  true.  The  question  here  is^  does 
this  testator  mean  to  devise  any  particular  estate  which 
can  be  ascertained  from  the  will?  If  he  does^  then  the 
describing  it  to  be  freehold  instead  of  leasehold  would 
not  affect  the  devise;  for  the  maxim  is^ — ^Falsa  demon- 
stratio  non  nocet.  Then^  does  not  this  will  clearly  point 
out  certain  distinct  and  separate  lands?  The  testator 
says^ ''  Whereas  it  appears  to  me^  that  one  part  of  my  said 

(a)  Cro.  Car.  292.  (e)  3  B.  &  Ad.  453. 

{h)  8  Bing.  244.  (g)  1  Mylne  &  K.  571. 

(c)  5  East,  51.  (A)  2  Bos.  &  PulL  303. 

(cO  4  M.  &  Selw.  550.  (i^  11  East,  441. 
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fireehold  lands^  namely^  those  which  I  hold  in  thf  parishes  EmcIu  of  Pi§a$, 
of  Walkhampton^  of  Buckland  Monachorum^  and  of  Mea-     ,  ^^^' 
Tj/'  (which  is^  in  other  words^  those  lands  which  I  hold  in 
each  separate  parish),  ''were  held  for  a  considerable  period 
of  time  by  my  father's  ancestors  in  the  male  line,  bearing  the 
name  and  arms  of  Dunning,  as  hereditary  proprietors  of  the 
same ;  I  therefore  consider  it  just  and  equitable  that  those 
lands  should  continue  to  be  held,  if  possible,  by  persons  of 
the  same  name  and  family,  &;c.,  &c/'   It  appears  to  me,  that 
he  ascertains  the  lands  yery  clearly,  by  specifying  them  as 
lands  held  by  his  father's  ancestors  as  hereditary  proprie- 
tors.   There  are  lands  in  each  of  those  parishes  which  have 
been  held  by  those  ancestors  from  generation  to  generation 
for  a  long  period  of  time;  and  though  those  lands  are  lease- 
hold, can  there  be  a  doubt  that  he  points  to  them?  If  not, 
then  we  have  only  to  reject  as  surplusage  the  words  indicat- 
ing them  to  be  freehold,  and  the  devise  wiU  be  as  complete 
as  if  the  lands  were  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds,  or  by  the 
tenants'  names,  or  by  any  other  peculiar  marks  by  which 
they  might  be  designated.     The  term  ''freehold^'  is  a 
description  of  the  tenure,  and  not  of  the  lands  themselves, 
and  may  be  rejected,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  Day  v.  7Vt^, 
which  is  precisely  in  point  to  the  present  case.     In  Com. 
Dig.  Fait,  E  4,  it  is  said,  ''  If  the  thing  described  is  suffi- 
ciently ascertained,  it  is  sufficient,  though  all  the  particu- 
lars are  not  true ;  as  if  a  man  conveys  his  house  in  D. 
which  was  R.  Cotton's,  when  it  was  Thomas  Cotton's." 
Davis  V.  Gibbs  was  the  case  of  a  general  devise  of  the  testar 
tor's  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estate,  and  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  case,  with  respect  to  which  there 
is  no  room  for  any  doubt  whatever. 

Aldebson,  B.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears 
to  me  to  be  quite  clear  that  all  the  lands  in  the  three  pa- 
rishes, held  by  the  Dunnings  as  their  hereditary  property. 
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Etek.  of  PUmi^  passed  by.  the  devise^  although  they  were  not  of  freehold 
1®^«  ^    tenure. 

Gurnet^  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.^  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


RowcLiFFE  V,  Edmonds  and  Wife. 

A  deciantion  JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  slander^  for  the  following  words 
lag  wordll^ai-  <^®g^  ^  ^▼o  hecu  spoken  by  the  defendant's  wife  of  the 
h^d  to  have  plaintiff:^ — "  You  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  robbed  me,  for  I 
the  defendant's  found  the  thing  you  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  haye  done  it 

^rifp   of  the  __  *^    tf  \  ^  a  w 

piainUff:—  With.''  The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  deckrar 
**  ^  for'l  fo^d  ^^*  ^^  ^^  grounds :  first,  that  it  did  not  appear  of  what 
the  thing  yon     thing  the  alleged  robbery  was  committed,  or  whether  the 

have  done  it 

with:"— i7«^  discourse  concerned  a  subject  matter,  in  respect  of  which 

were  action-  *  fel(my  could  be  committed  in  law ;  secondly,  that  it  did 

"I^^PY**'  not  appear  whether  the  defamatory  language  was  q)okeii 

eoUoquiumor  before  or  after  the  marriage  of  the  defendants;  for  if 

innuendo  to  ex-  v.  a.       .-i  •  ^  u   t      •  i 

plain  the  lense  spoken  after  the  marriage,  no  action  would  he,  inasmuch 
were'u^d!*'*^    as  uo  fclouy  could  be  committed  of  the  goods  of  a  feme 

covert,  who  cannot  be  understood  to  have  any.    Joinder 

ind^nurrer. 

Buit^  in  support  of  the  demurr^,-^<!ited  ChameVs  case  (a) 
as  an  aathcMrity  in  support  of  the  latter  objection.  [Ah- 
derstm,  B. — ^The  wife  may  be  robbed  of  her  husband^s 
goods.  She  does  not  say  they  were  her  goods.]  Secondly, 
the  word  ''robbed^'  does  not  necessarily  import  im  im- 
putation of  felony.  In  Tomlinson  v.  Briitlebank  {b),  the 
words,  "  he  robbed  J.  W./'  were  certainly  held  actionable, 
as  imputing  an  offence  punishable  by  law,  unless  the  de^ 


(a)  Cro.  £liz.  279.  (6)  4  B.  &  Adol.  630 ;  1  Nev.  &  M.  455. 
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fendant  shewed  that  they  were  used  in  some  other  sense :  MmcH.  of  Piea», 
but  there  Littledale,  J.,  di£Fered,  and  said  he  did  not  think  ^  ^^'  . 
the  term  ''  to  rob''  necessarily  meant  taking  goods  firom  Rowcliffi 
another  by  force  in  the  sense  of  the  statute.  There,  also,  bdmomm. 
the  question  arose  after  verdict ;  here  it  is  on  special  de- 
murrer. [Parke,  B. — That  can  make  no  difference,  as  to 
this  argument.]  In  Day  v.  Robinson  (a),  a  count  laying 
these  words,  ''  you  have  robbed  me  of  one  shilling  tan 
money,*'  was  held  bad  after  verdict.  [Parke,  B. — ^An  in- 
dictment  for  robbery  has  been  held  sufficient,  in  which  it 
was  merely  alleged  that  the  defendant  ''feloniously  robbed 
A.  B.''  It  would  be  strange  if  more  particularity  were 
required  in  a  declaration  for  slander  than  in  an  indictment. 
Prim&  fiMde,  a  robbery  means  an  unlawful  taking  with 
violenee,  and  must  be  so  understood,  unless  it  appears 
firom  the  context,  or  is  shewn  by  the  defendant,  that  it 
was  meant  in  some  other  sense,  which  is  not  the  case 
here.]  It  should  be  stated  what  was  stolen,  that  the 
Court  may  judge  whether  it  was  a  felony.  [Parke,  B. — 
Suppose  the  words  had  been,  "  You  robbed  A.  B.  on  the 
highway,  put  him  in  bodily  fear,  and  took  something  firom 
him,  but  I  do  not  know  what,''  would  they  not  be  action- 
able? Alderson,  B. — Or  suppose  they  were,  ''  You  have 
been  guilty  of  murder,"  without  saying  of  whom^  could  it 
be  contended  the  murder  alluded  to  might  be  of  a  sheep, 
and  not  of  a  man?] 

Pabke,  B. — ^You  have  no  authority  to  cite  for  your 
position,  and  we  are  not  disposed  to  make  one. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

ft 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  £U.  554;  4  Nev.  &  M.  884. 


14  CASES  IN  TH£   SXCBEQtTKRj 


Bxeh.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 


Weeton  and  Others  v.  Woodcock  and  Others. 


T] 


The  right  of  a    X  ROVER  for  a  steam-engine  boiler.     Pleas^   1st,  not 

tenant  to  re- 

moye  tenant's  goilty ;  2ndl7,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  possessed  as 
nuMoniy  dur-  ^^ *^®"^  ^^^^  property :  on  which  issues  were  joined.  At 
ing  bis  original  t^g  trial  before  Erskine.  J.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes, 

term,  and  dur-     ^  '  /^ 

ing  such  fur-  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  the  assignees  of  one 

poMession  by  '•  F-  Taylor,  a  bankrupt.    The  plaintiffs,  together  with 

hokbtbe^  re-  ^^®  Philip  Newton  (since  deceased),  had  demised  to  Tay- 

mises  under  a  lor,  by  indenture,  a  cotton  factory,  with  the  warehouse, 

right  still  to  ^  .  . 

consider  him-  counting-housc,  engine,  and  engine-house,  &c.  Sec.  imple- 
''wSlwZrt.  n^ents,  tackle,  fomiture,  and  machinery,  the  property 
fore,  the  term,    Qf  ^he  plaintiffs   and  Newton,  to  the   said  factory  and 

pursuant  to  a  ^  ,  " 

proviso  in  the  stcam-engine  belonging,  and  therewith  used  and  enjoyed, 

felted  by*the'"  ^-  &c.,  for  a  term  of  seven  years  from  the  12th  of  May, 

S^uS^^^d  ^^^-    "^^  ^®^®  contained  covenants  by  Taylor  to  keep 

the  lessor  en-  the  premises  in  repair,  to  keep  up  a  good  steam-engine, 

tered  upon  the 

assignees,  in  with  a  boilcr  of  beaten  iron  of  certain  dimensions,  and  at 

ti^e^forfefture'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  sooner  determination  of  the  term,  to  leave  and 

andthreeweeks  deliver  Up  possession  of  the  premises,  and  all  the  things 

assignees  of  the  therein,  in  good  repair,  or  to  pay  the  lessors  the  value  of 

lessee,  stiU  con-  *        &  r      ^  r  J 

tinning  in  pos-  such  as  wcre  uot  SO  left ;  with  a  proviso  for  re-entry  in 
edand  widT"  ^^**®  ^^  ^^  bankruptcy  of  Taylor,  and  a  fiat  issuing  there- 
fixture  put  up     Qn  or  upon  non-performance  of  any  of  the  covenants.  The 

by  the  lessee  for        '  r  r  j 

the  purposes  of  steam-enginc  boiler  in  question  was  set  up  by  Taylor  dur- 
jury  found  that  nug  his  tenancy,  and  annexed  to  the  engine.     It  was 

reasonable  time  walls  of  the  cngine-house ;  being,  according  to  the  state- 
of  the  lessor:—  mcut  of  the  wituesscs,  more  firmly  annexed  than  it  was 
^iS'nX^'i  usual  at  a  subsequent  period  to  annex  such  boilers.  In 
^d^^'^ht  ^^^  ^®^*'  Taylor  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
lessor  might  on  the  16th  of  that .  month  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 
trover,  against  him,  under  which  the  defendants  were  appointed 

And  semble, 
such  would 
have  been  the  case  even  without  such  finding  of  the  jury. 
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afl&ignees,  and  took  possession  of  the  bankrupt's  property.  Sxek.  of  puas, 
A  breach  of  the  covenant  to  repair  had  been  committed  pre-  1840. 
vioosly  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat ;  and  on  the  30th  of  May,  wbbton 
1838,  the  plaintiffs  made  an  entry  on  the  premises,  in  order  wood'cock 
to  enforce  the  forfeiture.  The  assignees,  however,  retained 
possession,  and  about  the  20th  of  June  following  sold  the 
boiler,  and  it  was  subsequently  removed  from  the  pre- 
mises. It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiffs,  first,  that  they 
were  entitled  to  recover  under  the  covenant,  to  keep  up 
the  engine  and  boiler,  and  to  leave  them  on  the  pre- 
mises at  the  determination  of  the  term ;  and  further,  that 
independently  of  the  language  of  this  particular  covenant, 
they  were  entitled  to  the  boiler  as  being  a  fixture,  and 
not  having  been  removed  during  the  term.  The  learned 
Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  boiler  was  a 
fixture;  and  if  so,  whether  it  had  been  disannexed  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  entry  of  the  plaintiffs.  The 
jury  found  it  to  be  a  fixture,  and  that  it  had  not  been  dis- 
annexed within  such  reasonable  time;  and  a  verdict  was 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  i£87,  leave  being  reserved  to 
the  defendants  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  under  the 
covenant,  and  that  the  defendants,  as  assignees  of  the  les- 
see, had  a  right  to  remove  the  boiler  so  long  as  they  re- 
mained in  possession. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Wightman  obtained  a  rule  ac- 
cordingly; against  which,  in  Easter  Term, 

Cowling  {Cresswell  was  with  him)  shewed  cause. — The 
plaintiffs  shape  their  case  in  two  ways :  first,  they  allege 
that  they  are  entitled  to  recover  under  the  general  law 
relating  to  fixtures,  this  boiler  being  a  trade  fixture,  left  on 
the  premises  after  the  determination  of  the  term,  and  the 
property  in  which  revested  in  the  lessors;  or,  secondly, 
that  the  defendants  cannot  claim  it  as  assignees  of  the 
tenantj  by  reason  of  the  covenant.     First,  this  was  a 
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S9dL  rf  PUat,  fixture,  and  as  such  yested  in  the  plaintiffs^  on  the  deter- 
mination of  the  term  by  their  entry  upon  the  forfeiture. 
This  would  clearly  have  been  the  case  if  the  lease  had  ex- 
pired by  effluxion  of  time;  but  it  will  be  argued  on  the 
other  side  that  the  rule  is  different  in  cases  of  forfdture :  the 
authorities,  however,  do  not  warrant  any  such  distinction. 
It  is  by  the  default  of  the  tenant  that  the  term  is  deteiv 
mined,  and  he  cannot  be  in  a  better  position  than  if  it  had 
expired  by  mere  lapse  of  time.  It  will  be  said  that  the 
general  rule  cannot  apply,  because  the  tenant  must  in 
such  a  case  have  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  remove  the 
fixtures.  Here,  however,  the  jury  have  expressly  found  that 
the  boiler  was  not  disannexed  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  plaintiffs'  entry.  But  the  law  is  correctly  stated 
in  Messrs.  Amos  and  Ferard's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Fixtures,  (p.  87),  that  a  tenant  must  use  his  privilege  in  re- 
moving fixtures  during  the  continuance  of  his  term;  for  if 
he  forbear  to  do  so  within  that  period,  the  law  presumes 
that  he  voluntarily  relinquishes  his  claim  in  fisivour  of  his 
landlord.  This  was  expressly  recognised  as  the  correct 
rule  of  law  on  this  subject,  in  the  case  of  Lyde  v.  Xus^ 
sell{a).  So,  in  HaUen  v.  RundeT{b)f  Parker  B.,  says: — 
''When  chattels  are  fixed  to  the  fireehold  by  the  tenant,  they 
become  part  of  it,  subject  to  the  tenant's  right  to  remove 
them  during  the  term,  and  thus  reconvert  liiem  into  goods 
and  chattels.''  But  it  has  in  truth  been  decided  in  this 
very  case,  that  this  boiler  was  a  fixture,  and  as  such  be- 
came the  property  of  the  landlord.  During  the  argument 
on  the  question  as  to  the  joinder  of  a  special  count 
with  the  count  in  trover,  Parke  B.,  said  (c) : — "Does  not 
the  declaration  aver  that  the  boiler  was  fixed  to  the 
fi^ehold?  then,  if  so,  it  belongs  to  the  landlord  after 
the  determination  of  the  term."     The  only  authority 

(a)  1  B.  &  Adol.  394.  (b)  1  C,  M.,  &  E.,  275. 

(c)  Wteton  V.  Woodcock,  5  M.  &  W.  591. 
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which  appears  adverse  to  the  plaintiffs  is  that  of  Penton  v.  Exek.  of  pimu, 
Bobart  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  tenant  was  enti-     .    ^      . 
tied  to  remove  a  trade  erection  while  he  continued  in  pos-       Wbbtok 
session  of  the  land,  although  after  the  expiration  of  the     woodcock. 
term.     But  there  the  lessor  was  in  possession  only  by  rela- 
tion of  law,  and  the  defendant  was  tenant  at  sufferance : 
here,  by  the  entry  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  forfeiture,  the 
estate  revested  in  them,  and  the  assignees  from  that  time 
became  trespassers.     There,  also,  the  defendant  did  not 
claim  directly  from  the  plaintiff.     If  the  assignees  could 
remove  this  boiler  three  weeks  after  the  plaintiffs'  entry, 
why  could  they  not  six  months  aflerwards  ?     It  cannot  be 
said  that  that  was  a  reasonable  time  for  the  purpose,  even 
supposing  that  the  law  allowed  them  such  an  indulgence. 

But  at  all  events,  the  covenant  operated  to  prevent  the 
defendants  firom  acquiring  any  right  of  removal.  It  may 
be  said  it  gives  the  lessors  only  a  remedy  in  covenant ;  but 
it  is  submitted  that  it  clearly  operated  to  take  away  the 
common-law  right  of  removal.  [Aldersonj  B.,  referred  to 
Ffwrbwm  y, Eastwood {b).']  That  case  is  distinguishable; 
there  the  parties  were  reversed,  and  the  covenant  was  dif- 
ferent in  its  terms  from  the  present. 

WigfUman  and  Crompion,  contra. — ^The  right  of  the 
plaintiffs,  under  the  lease,  lay  wholly  in  covenant,  and  the 
learned  Judge  so  thought  at  the  trial.  The  main  question 
however  is,  whether  the  defendants  had  a  right  of  removal 
after  the  determination  of  the  term  by  the  forfeiture.  In 
the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  there  was  an  attempt  to 
remove  the  fixture  not  only  after  the  term  had  determined, 
but  after  the  tenant  was  out  of  possession :  and  his  quit- 
ting the  possession  was  rightly  held  to  be  evidence  that  he 
had  abandoned  his  right  of  removal,  and  given  the  articles 
up  to  the  landlord,  since  he  could  not  repossess  himself  of 

(a)  2  £a8t,  88.  (6)  6  M.  &  W.  679. 

VOL.  VII.  C  M.  W 
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Bt9h.  rf  FU&t,  them  without  committing  a  trespasB.    But  there  is  no 
.   ™Q'   ^     such  presumption  where  the   lessee  continues  in  pos- 
Wbbton       session :  and  Penton  y.  Robart  is  a  direct  authority  that 
WooMooK.     in  such  case  he  retains  the  right  of  remoyal.     It  has  been 
attempted  to  distinguish  that  case  from  the  present^  on 
the  ground  that  here  there  has  been   an  entry  upon 
the  forfeiture;  but  there  the  plaintiff  had  actually  re- 
covered in  ejectment  against  the  defendant^  so  that  the 
latter  held  over  as  a  mere  trespasser.     In  Colegrave  t. 
Dios  Santas  {a),  Abbott,  C.  J.^  referring  to  the  judgment  of 
Gibba,  C.  J.,  in  Lee  v.  Risdon  (A),  says, — "  According  to 
that  opinion,  nothing  can  now  be  done  with  respect  to 
those  things  which  may  be  considered  as  fixtures,  whatever 
power  the  plaintiff  might  have  had  before  he  gave  «p  the  pos- 
session"    The  authority  of  Penton  v.  Robart  was  recog* 
nised  by  this  Court  in  the  cases  of  Minshall  v.  Lloyd  {c), 
and  Mackintosh  v.  Trotter  (d).    In  the  former  case  Parke, 
B.,  said: — "  One  question  is,  whether,  in  strict  law,  the 
plaintiffs,  who  represent  the  lessee,  could  derive  from  him 
any  greater  right  than  to  remove  the  fixtures  during  the 
term,  or  while  they  continued  in  possession  after  the  term" 
And  in  Mackintosh  v.  IVotter  the  same  learned  Judge  laid 
it  down  as  the  rule  of  law,  'Hhat  the  tenant  has  a  right  to 
remove  fixtures  of  this  nature  [tenants'  fixtures]  during 
his  term,  or  during  what  may  for  this  purpose  be  consi- 
dered as  an  excrescence  on  the  term/'    The  passage  cited 
from  Amos  &  Ferard  on  Fixtures,  applies  to  cases  where 
the  tenancy  is  determined  by  the  act  of  forfeiture  itself. 
Here  the  tenant  has  not  so  given  up  possession  as  that  the 
law  presumes  a  gift  to  the  reversioner.     K  this  view  of  the 
case  be  correct,  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the 
time  is  wholly  immaterial,  and  the  finding  as  to  it  does  not 

alter  the  right  of  the  defendants. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  2  B.  &  Cr.  79.  (c)  2  M.  &  W.  456. 

(6)  7  Taunt  188.  (cQ  3  M.  &  W.  184. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  B*dk.  of  Phaw^ 

1840. 

Alderson^  B.T-In  this  case  we  took  time  to  consider  Weeton 
whether  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  had^  under  the  cir-  Yfome^ttu 
cnmstances,  proved  the  right  of  removing  the  tenant's 
boiler,  which  was  a  fixture.  It  appeared  that  the  landlord 
had  made,  on  the  30th  of  May^  1838^  an  entry  to  avoid 
the  lease  after  a  forfeiture  committed,  and  that  subse- 
quently to  that  entry,  though  not  (as  the  jury  have  ex- 
pressly found)  within  a  reasonable  time  after  it,  the  as- 
signees, still  continuing  in  possession,  removed  and  sold 
the  boiler  in  question.  The  point  is,  whether  they  had 
the  right  so  to  do. 

The  rule  to  be  collected  from  the  several  cases  decided 
on  this  subject  seems  to  be  this,  that  the  tenant's  right  to 
remove  fixtures  continues  during  his  original  term,  and 
during  such  further  period  of  possession  by  him,  as  he 
holds  the  premises  imder  a  right  still  to  consider  himself 
as  tenant.  That  was  the  rule  on  which  this  Court  acted 
in  AtinahaU  Y,IAoyd{a),  in  which  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  in 
giving  his  judgment,  puts  it  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
^'  no  doubt  that  in  that  case  the  steam-engines  were  left 
affixed  to  t)ie  freehold  after  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
and  after  the  plaintiffs  had  any  right  to  consider  them- 
selves tenants.''  In  the  present  case,  also,  this  boiler  was 
removed  aflier  tiie  entry  for  a  forfeiture,  and  at  a  time 
after  the  assignees  had  ceased  to  have  any  right  to  con- 
sider themselves  as  tenants.  And  frirther,  even  if  they  had 
the  right,  in  a  case  where  the  entry  determining  the  tenancy 
is  the  act  of  a  third  person,  to  consider  themselves  entitled 
to  a  reasonable  time  for  removing  the  fixture,  the  jury  have 
found  that  they  did  not  avail  themselves  of  that  privilege. 
The  rule^  therefore,  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  discharged. 


Bule  discharged. 


U)  2  M.  &  w.  4eo. 
c  2 
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Eteh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


MOBTIMEB  V,   M^CaLLAN. 


Indebiutiit  u-    Assumpsit.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged, 

•umpiit  for  .  i  i     ^  n 

stock  told  and  that  the  defendant  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of 
^■ferred  by  October,  1839,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
the  pWniiff  to    £5000,  for  certain,  to  wit,  £5000  interest  or  share  in  the 

the  defendant,  '  '  ' 

and  by  the  de-  joint  stock  of  3/.  per  Cent.  Annuities,  transferable  at  the 
accepted.  Bank  of  England,  called  the  Consolidated  3/.  per  cent. 

•tS  laieired^to  -A-unuities,  then  sold  and  caused  to  be  transferred  by  the 

be  caused  to  be  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  special  instance  and  re- 
transferred  was 
so  caused  to  be    quest,   and  by  the  said  defendant,  then,  to  wit,  on  the 

transferred  by  j  i  /»  'jji  xj 

▼irtue  of  an       same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  duly  accepted. 

agreement  with       pig„    ^  ^q  ^jjg  ^^st  count,   that  the  said  interest  or 

the  plaintiff  for  '  ' 

the  transfer  of    share  in  the  said  joint  stock  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 

the  same  in 

consideration  of  and  therein  alleged  to  have  been  caused  to  be  transferred 
therefore'paid*  ^7  ^^^  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  was  so  caused  to  be 
to  the  plaintiff    transferred  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  contract  and 

for  the  same ;  '' 

and  that  at  the  agreement  made  with  the  plaintiff  after  the  1st  day  of 
making  of  such  June,  1734,  viz.  on  the  7th  day  of  October,  1839,  for  the 
*{2^*'J^^''^*^  transfer,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  the  plaintiff 
aehuUiypoueMt'  to  the  defendant,  of  the  said  sum  of  £5000  interest  or 

td  m  or  ontUled 

totketiockinhh  share  in  the  said  joint  stock  in  the  said  first  count  men- 

by  meanr   ^''  tioncd,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  4531/.  5«.  to 

Mn^'J^f^^e  ^®  therefore  paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  same ;  and  the  de- 

and  was  null  fendaut  further  says,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 

and  void : —  i         i   •      . «.  ii 

Htid,  that  the  such  Contract  and  agreement,  the  plaintiff  was  not  actually 
answeMo'^t^he  possessed  of  or  entitled  unto,  in  his  own  right,  or  in  his 
action,  and  that  ^^^  name,  or  in  the  name  or  names  of  any  trustee  or 

the  contract  '    ^  ^     ^  "^  , 

was  not  within  trustees  to  his  usc,  of  the  said  interest  or  share  in  the  said 
c  s,  t.  8.  joint  stock  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  or  of  any  part 

thereof,  by  means  whereof  the  said  contract  and  agree- 
ment, and  the  said  promise  in  the  said  declaration  men- 
tioned, so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  said  first  count, 
then  became  and  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath 
been  and  still  is,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
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in  such  case  made  and  provided^  null  and  void  to  all  ExcH.  of  PUat, 
intents  and  purposes  whatsoever.     Verification.  .    ^^*  ^ 

General  demurrer^  and  joinder.  Mortimer 

The  point  marked  for  argument  in  the  margin  of  the  m'Callan. 
demurrer-book  was  as  follows: — ^The  matter  of  law  in- 
tended to  be  argued  by  the  plaintiff  is,  that,  to  a  cause  of 
action  for  stock  actually  transferred  and  accepted  upon  a 
contract  for  payment,  the  matter  stated  in  the  second 
plea  is  not  an  answer. 
The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  last,  by 

Cresswell,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — First,  the  statute 
7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8,  does  not  apply  to  a  transaction  of  this 
nature,  but  was  intended  to  apply  to  contracts,  not  for  an 
actual  transfer  of  stock,  but  merely  for  differences  to  be  paid 
by  the  one  party  or  the  other,  according  as  the  stock  may 
rise  or  fall;  but,  secondly,  at  all  events,  when  the  stock  has 
been  transferred  pursuant  to  a  contract  of  the  nature  stated 
on  this  record,  and  the  defendant  has  accepted  that  stock, 
he  is  bound  to  pay  for  it.  The  act  is  intitled  "  An  Act  to 
prevent  the  infamous  practice  of  Stock  Jobbing,^'  and  it  re- 
cites '^  that  great  inconveniences  have  arisen,  and  do  daily 
arise,  by  the  wicked,  pernicious,  and  daily  practice  of  stock- 
jobbing, whereby  many  of  his  Majesty^s  good  subjects 
have  been  and  are  diverted  from  pursuing  and  exercising 
their  lawful  trades  and  vocations,  to  the  utter  ruin  of 
themselves  and  families,  to  the  great  discouragement  of 
industry,  and  to  the  manifest  detriment  of  trade  and 
commerce  ;"  shewing  that  it  was  not  directed  against  an 
intention  in  the  one  party  to  invest  his  money  in  the 
funds,  and  in  the  other  to  sell  and  transfer  stock.  The 
1st  section  is  directed  against  "  contracts  for  liberty  to 
put  upon,  accept,  or  refuse  any  public  stocks  or  secuii^ 
ties,  and  wagers  relating  to  the  value  of  stock,'^  which  it 
declares  shall  be  void,  and  the  money  paid  thereon  re- 
stored; the  2nd,  3rd,  and  4th  sections  are  also  directed 
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jem*.  9/  PteMt,  against  transactioni  of  the  same  nature.  The  5th  see- 
^  1840.  ^  ^Qjj^  imposes  a  penalty  of  iElOO  on  giving  or  receiving 
ifoATUfBE  money  to  compound  differences  relating  to  stock  not  ac- 
lf*GAu.Aif.  tually  delivered;  again  shewing  that  the  intention  was 
not  to  disturb  transactions  that  are  bon&  fide  for  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  stock.  The  6th  section  provides^  "  that  no 
person  or  persons  who  shall  sell  any  public  or  joint  stock 
or  other  public  securities^  to  be  delivered  and  paid  for  on 
a  certain  day^  and  which  shall  be  refused  or  neglected  to 
be  paid  for  according  to  such  agreement^  shall  be  obliged 
to  transfer  the  same ;  but  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
0udi  person  or  p^sons  to  sell  such  stock  or  other  securi- 
ties which  shall  be  so  refused  or  neglected  to  be  paid  for^ 
to  any  other  person  or  persons,  for  the  best  price  which 
can  be  obtained.''  There  was,  perhaps,  a  doubt  at  that 
time,  whether,  after  a  contract  had  been  made,  and  the 
stock  was  not  received  and  paid  for,  it  could  be  lawfully 
sold  to  another  person ;  and  it  was  to  remove  that  doubt 
that  the  6th  section  was  introduced;  so,  if  a  person  con- 
tract for  stock,  and  it  is  not  tendered  at  the  appointed 
time,  he  has  a  right  to  buy  other  stock,  and  sue  the 
former  person  with  whom  he  contracted  for  the  difference. 
The  7th  section  is  for  equal  relief  to  the  buyer.  Then 
eomes  the  8th  section,  which  recites,  that ''  it  is  a  frequent 
and  mischievous  practice  for  persons  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
stocks,  or  other  securities,  of  which  they  are  not  possessed.'' 
Now  it  is  apprehended  that,  considering  the  title,  the 
preamble,  and  the  scope  of  the  different  parts  of  the  act, 
it  was  not  intended  to  include  such  a  transaction  as  the 
present,  where  a  bon&  fide  sale  of  stock  was  contem- 
plated; but  purely  to  prevent  parties  from  bargaining 
with  respect  to  stock  in  which  they  had  no  interest,  and 
did  not  intend  to  acquire  an  interest — in  fact,  non- 
existing  stock ;  which  was  the  construction  put  by  Lord 
EUeniorauffh  on  the  statute.  Then  it  is  enacted,  ''  that 
aH  contracts  and    agreements  whatsoever   which  shall. 
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from  and  after  the  Ist  day  cf  June,  1784,  be  made  or  en-  sseh.  of  Phm^ 
tered  into  for  the  buying,  selling,  assigning,  or  transfer-  ^  ^^'  ^ 
ring  of  any  public  or  joint  stock  or  stocks,  <xt  otber  public  Mortimul 
securities  whatsoever,  or  of  any  part,  share,  or  interest  wqaLlavu 
therein,  whereof  the  person  or  persons  contracting  or  agree- 
ing, or  on  whose  behalf  the  c(mtract  or  agreement  shall  be 
made,  to  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  the  same,  shall  not,  at 
the  time  of  making  such  contract  or  agreem«a[t,  be  ac- 
tually possessed  of  or  entitled  unto  in  his,  h^,  or  d»eir 
own  right,  or  in  his,  her,  or  their  own  name  or  names,  or 
in  the  name  or  names  of  a  trustee  or  trustees  to  their  use^ 
shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purpoees  whatso- 
eyer/'  Therefore  it  must  be  roid  as  to  both  parties.  If 
such  a  contract  as  is  here  mentioned  is  to  be  void  to  aU 
intents  and  purposes,  it  must  be  a  eontract  which  the  con- 
tractor to  buy  could  never  enforce,  any  more  than  the  con- 
tractor to  seU,  and  therefore  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 
that  such  a  provision  should  have  been  framed^  to  render  a 
contract  void  which  was  made  for  the  sale  and  actual  trans- 
fer (^  stock,  and  not  merely  with  reference  to  the  differ- 
ences; because,  suppose  the  buyer,  having  money  in  his 
hands  to  invest,  is  desirous  of  buying  stock,  and  he  applies 
to  a  party  to  sell  him  a  certain  amount  of  stock,  and  that 
party  contracts  to  do  it,  not  doubting  that  he  can  imme- 
diately procure  stock  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  trans- 
fer, is  the  purchaser,  who  does  not  know  but  that  the 
seller  has  stock  standing  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name 
(^  a  trustee  for  him,  to  suffer  for  it?  and  is  it  to  be  said, 
as  against  him,  that  the  contract  is  void  altogether?  And 
yet,  if  the  statute  applies  to  a  contract  of  this  description, 
it  will  have  that  effect. 

There  are  several  cases  which  shew  that  this  statute  has 
not  been  construed  literally,  or  as  extending  to  bonft  fide 
transactions.  In  Sanders  v.  KeniiBh  (a),  which  was  an  action 

(a)  8  T.  R.  162. 
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Bitek.  of  PUmi»  for  not  transferring  stock  into  the  plaintifP^s  name^  the 
^^Q-         plaintiff  being  possessed  of  £3000  4/.  per  cent,  stocky  em- 
IfoBTiMBR      powered  the  defendant  to  sell  the  same  for  his  own  benefit. 
If 'Callan      ^  consideration  of  which,  the  defendant  agreed  to  transfer 
at  the  next  opening  £3000  4/.  per  cents,  into  the  plaintiff's 
name ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a  case  prohibited 
by  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8,  but  that  on  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant's engagement,  the  plaintiff  might  maintain  an  action 
against  him  to  recover  the  value  of  that  stock  on  the  day 
appointed  for  the  transfer.     And  Lord  Kenyan,  in  giving 
judgment,  said : — "  The  case  is  shortly  this  :   the  defend- 
ant Kentish,  who  is  a  stock-broker,  and  who  was  there- 
fore most  probably  acquainted  with  the  statute  on  which 
his   counsel  has  now  relied,  applied  to  the  plaintiff,   a 
clergyman,  who  was  probably  ignorant  of  that  law,  and 
obtained  from  him  a  loan  of  £3000  stock,  on  an  under- 
taking to  replace  the  same  stock  on  a  given  day;  from  this 
transaction  the  plaintiff  was  to  derive  no  advantage  what- 
eyer.   The  plaintiff  gave  him  a  letter  of  attorney,  empower- 
ing him  to  sell  the  stock ;  he  then  put  the  money  into  his 
pocket,  and  when  the  day  of  payment  arrived,  refused  to  pay 
the  plaintiff,  insisting  that  the  statute  of  Geo.  2  rendered  the 
contract  void ;  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  cannot  en- 
force that  contract  in  a  Court  of  law.    To  be  sure,  if  such 
were  the  positive  provisions  of  that  statute,  the  consequence 
must  follow,  however  hard  it  might  press  upon  the  plain- 
tiff;  but  before  we  assented  to  so  monstrous  a  proposition, 
we  would  look  with    eagles'    eyes    into    every   part  of 
the  statute,  to  see  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
legislature.    Their  intention  is  to  be  collected  from  the 
whole  act  taken  together.    The  act  is  intitled,  '  An  Act 
to  prevent  the  infamous  Practices  of  Stock-jobbing.'    But 
if  the  defendant's  objection  were  to  prevail,  the  title  of 
the  act  ought  to  be  altered,  and  it  should  run  thus, — ^  An 
Act  to  encourage  the  wickedness  of  stock-jobbers,  and  to 
give  them  the  exclusive  privilege  of  cheating  the  rest  of 
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mankind/  On  considering  the  whole  of  the  act  together,  Eteh.  of  PUa9» 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  its  object  was  only  to  prevent  ^  lo^Q*  ^ 
gambling  in  the  funds ;  but  the  legislature  did  not  mean  Mortimbk 
to  prohibit  a  loan  of  stock,  and  an  undertaking  to  replace  m'Callak. 
it.  I  do  not  think  that  this  case  comes  within  the  meaning 
of  the  prohibitory  clauses  in  the  act,  but  it  is  within  the 
exception  in  the  last  section/'  In  Olivierson  v.  Coles  {a), 
which  was  an  action  on  a  special  undertaking,  in  consider- 
ation that  the  plaintifif  would  sell  out  Omnium  to  the  amount 
of  £2000,  to  replace  the  same  in  stock,  or  to  give  the  plain- 
tiff the  current  price  for  it  if  he  required  it :  it  was  objected, 
at  the  trial,  that  the  contract  was  illegal,  as  amounting  to 
an  agreement  to  replace  stock  in  consideration  of  selling^ 
out  Omnium  which  was  not  stock,  and  might  never  event- 
ually become  stock ;  for  if  default  were  made  in  one  pay- 
ment, the  previous  payments  would  become  forfeited, 
and  so  whether  it  might  eventually  become  stock  rested 
upon  a  contingency.  But  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  ''A 
person  who  has  Omnium  is  potentially  in  possession  of 
stock.  The  case  certainly  differs  from  that  of  a  sale  of 
actually  existing  stock,  but  it  does  not  come  within  the 
mischief  intended  to  be  guarded  against  by  Sir  John 
Bernard's  Act"  Lord  Ellenborough  therefore  appears  to 
have  considered  that  the  act  was  directed  exclusively 
against  the  sale  of  stock  which  was  not  actually  existing. 
— He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUettf  who  appeared  in  support  of  the  plea. 
— ^According  to  the  true  construction  of  this  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, this  action  is  not  maintainable.  It  must  be  recol- 
lected that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  what  is  called  a  stock- 
jobber ;  that  is,  a  person  professing  to  sell  without  having 
the  stock  in  his  possession.  It  is  not  the  case  of  a  party 
buying  bona  fide  of  a  person  whom  he  supposes  to  possesa 
the  stock,  but  that  of  a  person  selling  stock  which  he  knowa 

{a)  1  Stark.  496. 
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Stnk.  Iff  PktiMt  he  hxa  not  the  posaession  of.  The  plaintiff  not  being  pos- 
1840.  ^  sewed  of  any  stock,  and  therefore,  at  least  as  far  as  he  is 
MoRTiMsa  oonc^med,  the  stock  being  non-existing  stock,  enters  into 
M'Caliian.  ^  contract  to  seU  or  transfer  a  certain  quantity  of  stodL  to 
the  defendant ;  the  defendant  agrees  to  pay  a  certain  price 
finr  it,  and  the  stock  is  to  be  transferred.  At  the  time 
when  the  transfer  is  to  take  place,  the  plaintiff  does  cause 
a  transfer  to  be  made;  whether  he  gains  cat  loses  by  that 
speculation  does  not  appear,  nor  is  it  important.  The 
question  is,  in  the  case  of  a  party  bargaining  to  transfer 
stock  of  which  he  is  not  the  owner,  whether  that  bargain 
ie  not  made  absolutely  yoid  by  this  act  of  Parliament ;  and 
iGor  that  purpose  it  will  be  necessary  to  consider  its  several 
enactments. — ^The  first  seven  sections  are  directed  against 
bargaining  for  differences,  putts,  and  refusals;  and  ike  1st 
section  declares  all  saeh  contracts  to  be  void.  The  2nd 
obliges  persons  sued  upon  tiiem  to  answer  upon  oath 
any  bill  filed  for  the  discorery  of  such  contracts.  By  the 
8rd,  the  plaintiff,  on  filing  a  bill,  is  to  give  security  for 
answering  costs,  otherwise  the  defendant  may  refuse  to 
i^^pear.  Then,  by  the  4tth,  a  penalty  of  £500  is  im- 
posed for  making  or  executing  any  sudi  putts  or  bar- 
gains ;  putts  being  contracts  for  tl^  transfer  of  stock  on 
a  certain  day,  whidi  the  party  may  either  accept  or  refuse 
on  paying  or  receiriug  the  difference-^which  are  now 
called  ''time  bargains/^  Then  comes  the  5th  section: 
''  And  for  preventing  the  evil  practice  of  compounding  or 
making  up  differences  for  stocks  or  other  securities  bought, 
soM,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  to  be  agreed  so  to  be.  Be  it 
farther  enacted,  That  no  money  or  other  consideration  what- 
soever, (except  as  hereinafter  is  provided),  shall,  firom  and 
itfter  the  sidd  Ist  of  June,  1784,  be  voluntarily  given,  paid, 
had,  or  received  for  the  compounding,  satisfying,  or  mak- 
ing up  any  difference  for  the  not  delivering,  transferring, 
having,  or  receiving  any  public  or  joint  stock,  or  other 
public  securities,  or  for  the  not  performing  of  any  contract 
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or  agreement  so  stipulated  and  agreed  to  be  performed ;  SxdL  qf  PUat, 
but  that  all  and  every  sucb  contract  and  agreement  shall  be     .   ^^'   . 
specifically  performed  and  executed  on  all  sides,  and  the     MoaTiMia 

mm 

stock  or  security  thereby  agreed  to  be  assigned,  transfer-  m'Caju.av« 
red,  or  delivered,  shall  be  actually  so  done,  and  the  money 
or  other  consideration  thereby  agreed  to  be  given  and  paid 
for  the  same  shall  also  be  actually  and  really  given  and 
paid  '/*  and  a  penalty  of  £100  is  imposed  upon  parties  of- 
fending against  this  provision.  Then  in  the  6th  section 
there  is  a  distinct  enactment,  that  stock  sold  and  not  paid 
for  at  the  time  prefixed  may  be  resold,  and  the  party  is 
to  pay  the  damage  sustained:  and  by  the  7th,  the  buyer 
may  purchase  other  stock  and  recover  the  damage.  These 
secticms  of  the  act  completely  provide  for  what  is  con* 
tended  on  the  other  side  to  be  the  onfy  object  of  the  act, 
namely,  the  preventing  time  bargains  or  compounding 
for  differences.  And  there  is  nothing  extraordinary  in 
supposing,  when  the  legislature  meant  to  put  down  every 
species  of  gambling  in  the  public  funds,  that  they  should 
have  enacted  that  no  sale  of  government  stock  should  be 
valid,  unless  the  party  was  possessed  of  it  at  the  time  of  the 
contract,  in  order  to  prevent  anything  with  even  the  colour 
of  gambling,  which  they  intended  to  put  down  entirely. 
The  act,  to  prevent  gambling,  or  the  colour  of  gambling, 
says,  that  no  person  shall  sell  stock  unless  he  is  the  actual 
bon&  fide  holder  of  it.  Accordingly,  after  it  has  provided 
by  the  preceding  sections  for  time  bargains  and  differences, 
it  then  commences  the  8th  section  with  another  preamble : 
— '^  and  whereas  it  is  a  frequent  and  mischievous  practice 
for  persons  to  sell  and  dispose  of  stocks,  or  other  securities, 
of  which  they  are  not  possessed:'' — that  is,  of  which  they 
are  not  the  actual  holders  at  the  time  of  sale, — ^parties 
ba^aining  for  stock  or  securities  of  which  they  are  not 
the  holders, — of  which  they  are  not  possessed.  It  then 
goes  on  to  enact,  ''that  all  contracts  and  agreements 
made  or  entered  into  for  the  buying,  selling,  assigning,  or 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  transferring  of  any  public  or  joint  stock  or  stocks  or  other 

1840.  public  securities  whatsoever,  or  of  any  part,  share,  or  in- 

MoRTiMER  terest  therein,  whereof  the  person  or  persons  contracting 

^,-  "•  or  agreeing,  or  on  whose  behalf  the  contract  or  agreement 

M  vALLAN* 

shall  be  made,  to  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  the  same,  shall 
not  at  the  time  of  making  such  contract  or  agreement  be  ac- 
tually possessed  of  or  entitled  unto  in  his,  her,  or  their  own 
right,  or  in  his,  her,  or  their  own  name  or  names,  or  in  the 
name  or  names  of  a  trustee  or  trustees  to  their  use,  shall 
be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever/' 
Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  these  words,  which,  unless 
they  are  inconsistent  with  other  parts  of  the  act,  must  be 
taken  in  their  plain  grammatical  sense?     It  is  not  pre- 
tended that  this  contract  was  made  on  behalf  of  any  per- 
son who  had  the  stock,  but  as  these  pleadings  stand,  a 
party  who  has   no   stock   whatever,  no   interest  in    the 
public  funds,  and  is  not  acting  on  behalf  of  any  body 
who   has,   enters  into  a  contract  to  transfer   stock  at  a 
certain  time,  at  a  certain  price ;  and  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  act  has  not  said  that  in  such  a  case  the  contract 
shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatso- 
ever.     The  cases  which  have  been  cited,  instead  of  being 
authorities  to  shew  that  this  transaction  is  legal,  point  the 
other  way ;  they  shew  that  unless  it  can  be  considered  as 
a  loan,  and  the  retransfer  is  nothing  more  than  restoring 
stock  within  the  11th  section  of  the  act,  the  case  would  be 
brought  within  the  8th  section,  and  the  contract  would  be 
void.     In  order  to  understand  more  fully  the  history  of 
the  law  on  this  subject,  it  will  be  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
former  acts.     The  first  was  an  act  of  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  32, 
8.  10,  which  enacted,  "for  the  further  preventing  the  mis- 
chiefs that  do  daily  arise  to  trade,   by  the  ill  practice  of 
brokers,  stock-jobbers  and  other8,that  every  policy,  contract, 
bargain,or  agreement  made  and  entered  into,  or  to  be  made 
or  entered  into  by  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  and 
which  by  the  tenor  thereof  is  to  be  performed,  after  the  Ist 
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day  of  May,  1697,  upon  which  any  premium  is  or  hereafter  Bxek.  nf  pt$ai, 
shall  be  given  or  paid  for  liberty  to  put  upon  or  to  deliver,  vJl^j^L^ 
receive,  or  accept,  any  share  or  interest  in  any  joint  stock  MoRTiMSR 
tallies,  orders.  Exchequer  bills.  Exchequer  tickets,  or  m*Ca*llan. 
Bank  biUs  whatsoever,  other  than  and  except  such  policies, 
contracts,  bargains  or  agreements,  of  the  nature  aforesaid, 
as  are  to  be  performed  within  the  space  of  three  days,  is 
and  shall  be  null  and  void,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as 
if  the  same  had  never  been  made ;  and  every  such  premium 
and  premiums  shall  be  paid  back  and  restored  to  such 
person  or  persons  who  did  give  or  pay  the  same/^  That 
enactment  is  directed  against  time  bargains  only,  which 
are  void,  unless  they  are  made  to  take  place  within  three 
days :  but  it  contains  no  provision  relating  to  the  sale  of 
stock  by  persons  not  possessed  of  it.  In  Smith  v.  West  all,  (a) 
where  the  contract  was  actually  performed,  it  was  still 
held  to  be  within  the  meaning  of  that  act.  Mitchell  v. 
Brouffhton  (b)  is  another  decision  on  the  same  act.  It  is  weU 
known  that  the  practice  of  gambling  in  the  funds  had  ob- 
tained to  a  very  great  height  at  the  passing  of  Sir  John  Ber- 
nard's Act,  as  appears  from  the  statute  itself,  and  the  object 
of  it  was  to  put  down  effectually  all  such  gambling,  by  what- 
ever means  efifected.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  legisla- 
ture may  have  considered,  that  the  only  effectual  mode  of 
doing  this  would  be  to  prevent  a  person  from  bargaining  to 
sell  stock,  who  had  not  got  the  actual  stock  in  his  possession. 
K  such  was  their  intention,  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  here 
the  parties  were  acting  bon&  fide,  and  intended  to  transfer 
the  stock.  After  the  decision  of  this  Court  (c),  it  is  not  in- 
tended to  argue  that  the  opinion  expressed  by  Lord  Tenter- 
den  in  Bryan  v.  Lewis  {d),  "  that  if  a  man  sells  goods  to  be 
delivered  on  a  future  day,  and  neither  has  the  goods  at  the 
time,  nor  has  any  prior  contract  to  buy  them,  nor  has  any 

(a)  I  Lord  Raym.  317.  (c)  Hehhlewhite  v.  M^Morine,  5 

(6)  Id.  673.  M.  &  W.  462. 

(d)  Ry.  &  M.  385. 
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Btek.  ofPkMit  feascmable  expectation  of  receiving  them  bjr  consignment^ 
^  ^p^'  ^  but  means  to  go  into  the  market  and  to  buy  the  goods  which 
MoftTiMER  he  has  contracted  to  deliver,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action 
M'Oallam.  upon  such  a  contract/'  can  be  supported  on  the  ground  of 
such  a  contract  being  illegal  at  common  law.  But  suppose 
the  l^islature  should  think  right,  in  such  a  case  as  that  put 
by  Lord  Tenierden,  with  regard  to  any  particular  commodity 
in  respect  of  which  there  was  very  mischievous  gambling 
or  speculation,  to  say,  that  no  contract  should  be  valid  for 
that  article,  unless  by  a  party  who  had  the  article  in  his  pos- 
session, or  in  the  possession  of  a  trustee  on  his  behalf, 
surely  there  could  be  nothing  extraordinary  in  the  legisla- 
ture passing  such  an  act.  IParke,  B. — Lord  Tenierden 
would  not  have  said,  if  a  person  had  actuaDy  delivered  the 
goods,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid].  If  such  a 
transaction  as  this  is  valid,  it  would  be  so,  upon  this 
declaration,  if  the  stock  were  agreed  to  be  transferred 
six  months  afterwards ;  but  surely  that  would  be  a  specu- 
lation upon  the  price  of  stock,  which  the  legislature  might 
very  well  be  supposed  to  have  intended  to  prohibit.  [Parke, 
B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  the  act  of  Parliament  meant 
to  prohibit  anything  but  executory  contracts.  The  first 
part  of  the  8th  section  appears  to  apply  to  cases  where 
both  parties  are  aware  that  they  are  contracting  for  the 
transfer  and  sale  of  that  which  the  seller  is  not  possessed 
of;  otherwise  the  enactment  at  the  end,  that  such  contracts 
shall  be  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  would 
be  quite  monstrous :  for  suppose  I  contract  with  another 
man  who  is  entitled  to  stock,  I  meaning  to  buy  existing 
stock  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  it  never  can  be  said  that 
that  contract  should  be  void  against  me,  if  it  turns  out  that 
the  seller  had  no  stock  at  that  time :  and  therefore  the  words, 
^' shall  be  nidi  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  what- 
soever,'' enable  you  to  put  a  construction  upon  the  first 
part  of  the  section ;  and  the  first  part  of  the  section  would 
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appear  to  applj  to  cases  where  both  parties  agree  to  bny^  Sseek.  4  FUtu, 
sell,  or  transfer  stock  which  they  know  one  of  the  parties     ^   l^*   ^ 
has  not.     That  is  not  this  case.]     There  is  a  class  of  cases     MoRTtMsa 
which  has  decided^  that  where  the  foundation  of^  or  con-     m'Callah. 
sideration  for  the  contract  is  illegal,  no  action  can  be 
maintained  to  enforce  it.     Here  the  party  seeking  to  en- 
force the  contract  is  the  person  who  violates  tiie  law.  [Parke 
B.--That  argument  applies  to  the  latter  part  of  the  sec- 
tion, in  which  a  penalty  is  imposed  upon  every  person 
'^ contracting  or  agreeing/'  and  the  question  is,  whether 
the  penalty  is  imposed  upon  the  person  selling,  where  there 
is  an  actual  transfer  of  stock  which  he  has  contracted 
to  sell,  or  only  where  he  has  contracted  for  a  future  sale  of 
stock  which  he  does  not  possess.     This  is  a  contract  arising 
out  of  the  actual  transfer.]     There  are,  undoubtedly,  two 
points  which  it  is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  make  out^ 
— ^first,  that  the  8th  section  applies  to  an  actual  sale  of  stock 
of  which  the  party  was  not  himself  the  owner,  having  the 
stock  in  his  own  possession  or  in  that  of  a  trustee ;  and 
next,  diat  although  that  person,  not  having  the  stock  to 
transfer,  should  have  gone  into  the  market  and  got  the  stock 
transferred,  the  transaction  is  so  tainted  with  illegality  that 
an  action  cannot  be  maintained  for  the  price  of  it.     If  an 
act  of  Parliament  says  that  a  contract  shall  be  void  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  and  prohibits  the  making  of  it,  then 
it  is  a  common  principle  of  law,  that  a  party  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  to  recover  payment  in  respect  of  it.  With  re- 
spect to  the  cases  which  have  been  cited,  Sanders  v.  Kentish 
was  the  case  of  a  person  actually  possessed  of  the  stock,  who 
transferred  it  to  the  defendants  upon  an  undertaking  that 
they  would  replace  it;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  is,  that 
that  was  not  a  sale  of  stock  within  the  meaning  of  the  8th 
section,  but  that  it  was  a  loan  of  stock  which  the  parties 
were  to  replace.  And  Lord  Kenyan  says, — '^  On  considering 
the  whole  of  the  act  together,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  object  was  Only  to  prevent  gambling  in  the  funds;  but  the 
>  *^  .  legislature  did  not  mean  to  prohibit  a  loan  of  stock,  and  an 
Mortimer  undertaking  to  replace  it.  I  do  not  think  that  this  comes 
M*Callan.  within  the  meaning  of  the  prohibitory  clauses  in  the  act, 
but  it  is  within  the  exception  in  the  last  section/^  That 
section  is,  *'  That  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  extend, 
or  be  construed  to  extend  to  hinder  or  prevent  any  person 
or  persons  from  lending  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or 
any  public  or  joint  stock,  or  other  public  securities,'*  &c. 
There  is  another  case  in  the  same  volume,  CTiild  v.  Mar- 
ley  (a),  which  was  cited  at  the  trial  as  an  authority  for 
the  plaintiff,  that  this  action  was  maintainable ;  but  if  an 
authority  either  way,  it  is  rather  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant. There  a  broker  contracted  for  the  sale  of  stock 
at  a  future  day,  by  the  authority  of  his  principal,  who 
afterwards  refused  to  make  good  the  bargain;  and  it 
was  held,  that  if  the  principal  were  really  possessed  of 
the  stock  so  bargained  to  be  sold,  such  contract  was 
not  illegal  within  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  although  the  broker 
did  not  disclose  the  name  of  his  principal  at  the  time  of 
the  bargain  made;  and  that  the  purchaser  might  main- 
tain an  action,  for  the  difference,  against  the  principal. 
The  objection  there  was,  that  the  broker  was  not  possessed 
of  the  stock,  and  therefore  it  was  illegal  under  7  Geo.  2, 
c.  8 :  the  answer  was,  that  ^^  it  is  not  a  case  within  the 
statute  regulating  stock-jobbing;  for  that  only  applies  to 
cases  where  there  is  an  agreement  for  the  transfer  of  stock, 
the  pretended  seller  having  really  no  stock  to  transfer,  nor 
any  actual  sale  being  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties,  but  a  mere  gambling  for  the  difference  of  the  price 
between  the  times  of  making  and  executing  the  bargain.'* 
Now  that  is  the  argument  which  has  been  urged  to-day; 
but  Lord  Kenyan  says, — "  There  is  no  pretence  to  say  that 
this  is  a  stock-jobbing  transaction  within  the    statute. 

(a)  8T.R.610. 
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The  parties  intended  a  bon&  fide  sale  of  stocky  of  which  Mgek,  t/  pka^, 
Morley,  on  whose  account  it  was  sold,  W(u  then  aeiualfy  -  _^..  - 
po98esied;  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  may  not  be  Mo^nnMt 
done  through  the  intervention  of  a  broker,  thongh  he  does  M'dAiiMJK. 
not  disclose  his  principal  at  the  time,  of  which  no  doubt 
can  be  made/'  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  goes  even  further : 
''Mj  difficulty  is  this — if  Child  contracted  to  sell  the 
stock  on  his  own  account,  then  the  case  falls  directly  with* 
in  the  prohibition  of  the  act  of  Ftoliament,  beccm^e  he 
realty  woe  not  possessed  of  the  stock  so  bargained  and 
soldJ^  Now  there  nobody  doubted  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction ;  it  was  an  actual  purchase,  an  actual  intend- 
ed sale :  one  party  intended  to  buy  at  a  certain  price,  the 
other  intended  to  transfer,  bon&  fide,  on  a  certain  day. 
Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  says,  notwithstanding,  that  if  Child 
had  been  the  actual  yendor,  the  case  would  have  been  within 
the  words^of  the  act  of  Parliament ;  but  he  makes  the  dis^ 
tinction  which  Lord  Kenyan  had  made,  that  it  was  a  sale 
on  behalf  of  Morley,  and  therefore  it  was  a  good  sale.  So 
here,  if  the  plaintiff  had  sold  the  stock  on  behalf  of  an<- 
other  person  who  was  possessed  of  it,  that  case  would  be  an 
authority :  but  he  sells  it  on  his  own  account,  without  being 
possessed  of  it,  and  upon  a  speculation  of  what  the  pric6 
may  be ;  he  then  goes  into  the  market  and  obtains  it,  and 
then  transfers  it. 

There  is  one  other  case  upon  this  subject,  that  of 
Heckscher  y.  Gregory  (a).  It  was  there  held,  that  in  an 
action  on  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  6,  s.  6,  to  recover  damages 
against  one  who  had  refused  to  accept  and  pay  for  stock 
i^reed  to  be  sold  to  him,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  an 
actual  transfer  of  the  stock  to  some  other  person  before 
the  action  brought:  and  proof  alone  of  a  contract  to 
sell  to  such  other  person  before  the  action  brought, 
thongh  followed  up  by  an  actual  transfer  afterwards,  is 

(a)  4  East,  607. 
VOL.  VII.  D  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  PUai,  not  Sufficient  to  sustain  the  action.  Lord  Ellenborough 
^  ^  ^  says : — "  The  object  of  the  act  was  to  prevent  radically  all 
MoRTiMEB  dealings  in  stock  by  persons  who  were  not  proprietors,  and 
M'Callan.  who  should  not  actually  make  a  transfer  of  their  interest 
in  the  stock.  And  therefore,  to  entitle  the  proprietor  to 
recover  damages  in  any  case  for  the  non-performance  of  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  his  stock,  he  must  either 
specifically  carry  that  contract  into  execution,  by  first 
making  a  transfer  to  the  party  with  whom  he  contracted, 
according  to  the  fifth  section;  or,  in  case  of  the  insol- 
vency or  inability  of  the  latter,  by  first  making  an  actual 
transfer  to  a  substituted  purchaser,  according  to  the  pro- 
vision of  the  sixth  section,  and  then  he  may  recover  the 
difference  against  the  original  contractor.  But  in  no  case 
shall  any  consideration  be  voluntarily  paid  for  the  com- 
pounding any  difference  for  the  not  transferring  of  stock ; 
but  there  must  be  an  actual  transfer,  and  then  the  differ- 
ence between  the  purchase-money  contracted  for  and  that 
actually  received  shall  be  the  measure  of  the  damage  to  be 
recovered.^^  The  whole  of  this  judgment  goes  entirely  upon 
the  groimd  that  there  must  be  a  real  transaction;  that  is, 
a  transaction  with  the  actual  owner  of  the  stock  at  the  time. 
All  the  cases,  indeed,  proceed  upon  the  assimiption  that 
the  contract,  to  be  valid,  must  be  a  contract  made  by  the 
actual  owner  of  the  stock,  or  some  person  on  his  behalf. 

The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Bryan  v. 
Lewis,  first  came  under  review  in  two  cases  of  Wells  v.  Por-^ 
ter  (a)  and  Oakley  v.  Rigby  (A),  and  afterwards  in  a  case  of 
Elsworth  V.  Cole  (c),  in  which  this  Court  expressed  their 
concurrence  with  the  two  former  decisions,  and  in  which  it 
was  held  that  time  bargains  in  foreign  funds  are  not  with- 
in the  prohibition  of  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  nor  illegal  at  com- 
mon law.  Wells  V.  Porter  was  an  action  for  work  and 
labour,  to  which  there  was  a  plea,  that  the  work  and 

(o)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  722.  (6)  Ibid.  732.  (c)  2  M.  &  W.  31. 
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labour  was  done  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  broker  and  agent,  Bxck.  of  puat, 
in  and  about,  the  delivery  of  foreign  stock,  so  as  to  bring 
it  within  the  statute.  All  the  cases  of  actions  brought 
by  brokers  are  for  work  and  labour  actually  done,  and  yet  M'Callan. 
no  question  has  ever  arisen  that  the  act  of  Parliament 
might  not  be  pleaded  as  an  answer.  K  a  broker  is  em- 
ployed upon  an  illegal  transaction,  although  he  actually 
does  the  work,  and  actually  lays  out  his  money,  he  cannot 
recover.  Why?  Because  he  cannot  establish  his  right, 
except  by  virtue  of  having  done  something  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  act  of  Parliament ;  and  the  fact  of  the  work 
being  actually  done  is  no  answer  whatever  to  the  objection. 
[Parke,  B. — No  doubt,  if  the  thing  is  prohibited;  the 
doubt  in  this  case  is,  whether  an  actual  transfer  of  the 
stock,  and  a  contract  to  pay  for  the  stock  so  actually  trans- 
ferred, is  prohibited  by  the  statute.  If  it  is,  you  cannot 
sue  for  it.]  The  argument  is,  that  it  is  distinctly  prohi- 
bited by  the  act  of  Parliament.  But  in  Wells  v.  Porter, 
the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  this  act  applied  only  to  the 
British  funds.  And  Tindal,  C.  J.  says,  with  reference  to 
what  fell  from  Lord  Tenterden  in  Bryan  v.  Lewis,  '^  I  do 
not  see  my  way  with  sufficient  clearness  to  say  that  any 
part  of  the  transaction  would  be  illegal  at  common  law  /' 
and  he  expressed  the  same  doubt  in  Oakley  v.  Rigby, 

The  other  point  is,  whether  the  stock^s  having  been  ac- 
tually transferred  makes  any  material  difference  in  the 
case. — It  is  submitted,  that  the  effect  of  this  statute  is  to 
make  void  altogether — that  is,  to  declare  illegal,  for  that  is 
sufficient — a  contract  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  stock  by  a 
party  who  is  not  the  absolute  owner  of  it  at  the  time.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  contend,  that  if  a  person  goes  into  the 
stock-market  and  buys  stock  of  another  whom  he  sup- 
poses to  be  possessed  of  stock  at  that  time,  but  who 
tarns  out  not  to  be  so,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  that  person  for  not  performing  the  contract. 
It  may  be  that  the  Court  would  hold  that  a  person  en- 

d2 
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E*cft,  tf  PUMt.  tirely  ignorant  of  the  fact  might  enforce  the  contract,  uid 
^   ^^^'   .    would  not  allow  the  defendant  to  set  up  the  illegality  of  his 
jf  oETiMER     own  conduct.    It  is  unnecessary  for  the  defendant  to  con- 
M*CAi.i*Ajf.    test  that ;  but  it  is  contended,  that  a  person  who  is  him- 
self aware  of  the  facts,  and  is  guilty  of  a  yiolaticm  of  the 
act  knowingly,  cannot  make  that  contract  a  ground  of  any 
daim  in  a  court  of  law,  whether  it  be  carried  into  effect 
or  not.     The  8th  section  begins  by  reciting,  ^^  Whereas 
it  is  a  frequent  and  mischievous  practice  for  persons  to 
■ell  and  dispose  of  stock  or  other  securities  of  which 
they  are  not  possessed.'^    There  is  the  opinion  of  the 
legislature  distinctly  expressed,  that  it  is  a  mischievous 
practice.    It  then  goes  on  to  enact  as  before  stated.    In 
the  first  place,  there  is  a  distinct  statement,  that  a  con- 
tract entered  into  by  a  person  not  having  stock  either  him- 
self or  by  a  trustee  for  his  benefit,  shall  be  null  and  void. 
Then,  further,  it  enacts,  "  That  all  and  every  person  and 
persons  whatsoever,  contracting  or  agreeing,  or  on  whose 
behalf  and  with  whose  consent  any  contract  or  agreement 
shall  be  made,  to  sell,  assign,  or  transfer  any  public  or  joint 
stock  or  stocks,  or  other  public  securities,  whereof  such 
person  or  persons  shall  not,  at  the  time  of  making  such 
contract  or  agreement,  be  actually  possessed  of  or  entitled 
unto  in  his,  her,  or  their  own  name  or  names,  or  in  the 
name  or  names  of  a  trustee  or  trustees  to  their  use,  and  in 
their  own  right  as  aforesaid,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum 
of  j£500,  to  be  recovered  by  action  in  any  of  his  Majesty^s 
Courts  of  Record.''    In  the  first  place,  the  contract  is  de- 
clared to  be  void,  and  in  the  next  place,  the  party  so  selling 
is  liable  to  a  penalty  of  j£500.     So  heavy  a  penalty  being 
imposed,  the  Court  wiU  no  doubt  look  at  the  act  of  Parha- 
meut  very  closely,  to  see  that  the  case  comes  clearly  within 
it  j  but  when  it  is  examined,  the  Court  wiU  be  constrained  to 
adopt  the  construction,  that  a  party  who  sells  stock  not  being 
the  owner  of  it,  ia  liable  to  the  penalty.  And  there  can  be  no 
Ji^yr^bip  in  this.    If  the  legislature,  having  created.  pubUc 
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stockB,  had  said,  no  one  shall  make  a  bai^ain  for  the  sale  Eteh.  of  PUa$i 
of  those  stocks  unless  his  name  as  the  owner  be  inscribed  ^  1^0>  ^ 
in  a  book;  if  a  party  does  so  in  direct  violation  of  the  act,  MoRTiifBft 
tiiere  can  be  no  hardship  in  his  being  compelled  to  pay  the  M'Callait; 
penalty.  It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  title  of  the 
act  has  anything  to  do  with  the  question.  It  has  been 
held  in  various  cases  that  the  title  is  no  part  of  the  act, 
and  is  no  guide  at  all  in  the  construction  of  it.  [Lord 
Aiinger,  C.  B. — ^The  title  cannot  restrain  the  act,  neither 
can  the  preamble,]  It  was  so  decided  in  Rex  v.  Wil- 
Sams  {a)  and  Cameron  v.  Cameron  {b).  But  it  is  said,  that 
^  stock  having  been  in  fact  transferred,  the  action  is 
therefore  maintainable ;  but  where  the  thing  is  prohibited 
and  made  illegal  by  act  of  Parliament,  that  can  make  no 
difference ;  as  has  been  held  in  cases  where  penalties  have 
been  imposed  for  the  breach  of  certain  revenue  regula- 
tions, for  instance,  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  bricks;  or  in 
the  case  of  printers  omitting  to  print  their  names  on  papers 
or  books  printed  by  them ;  or  in  the  case  of  money  expend- 
ed in  treating  at  elections.  {Jjori  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Those 
CMCS  would  be  very  applicable  to  this  act  of  Parliament, 
if  it  had  said  that  it  should  be  illegal  to  transfer  stock  sold 
uider  such  a  bargain.]  It  is  apprehended  that  it  does  say 
•o  in  effect,  when  it  says  that  the  contract  shall  be  void,  and 
imposes  a  penalty.  The  acts  relating  to  the  matters  before 
mentioned  do  not  say  in  terms  that  those  things  shall  not 
be  done;  they  only  impose  a  penalty,  if  any  one  does  what 
the  act  describes.  It  is  malum  prohibitum,  and  so  it  is  here. 
Ihere  is  a  variety  of  cases  where  it  has  been  determined  that, 
under  such  circumstances,  no  action  can  be  maintained.' 
[On  this  point  he  cited  Ribbons  v.  Crickett  (c),  Bensley  v.£^- 
wM  (<f).  Cope  V.  Rowlands  (e),  Wilkinson  v.  Lotuionsack  (jf). 


(c)  1  W.  Bl.  95.  (c^)  5  B.  &  Aid.  335. 

(*)  2  Myhie  &  K.  292.  (e)  2  M.  &  W.  149. 

(c)  1  Bos.  &  P.  264.  (^)  3  M.  &  Selw.  117. 
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fjcek.  of  PUat,  Law  V.  Hoibon  (a).  Little  v.  Poole  (A).]  [Parke,  B. — ^Thc 
^  1840.  ^  g^jg  question  is,  whether  the  act  of  Parliament  prohibits 
MoETiMXB  a  transfer  of  stock  in  pursuance  of  that  contract,  or  pro- 
WCALLAHi  hibits  an  executory  contract  only.]  The  question  rather 
is,  whether  the  act  of  Parliament  meant  to  prohibit  the 
sale  and  transfer  of  stock  by  persons  who  are  not  the 
owners  of  it ;  for  if  the  act  did  so  intend,  then  a  transfer 
under  such  a  contract  is  illegal.  This  is  a  case  in  which 
the  plaintiff  says  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him  for 
certain  istock  then  sold  and  transferred  to  him.  It  is  sold 
by  a  party  who  does  not  state  that  he  is  the  owner,  and 
caused  to  be  transferred,  which  seems  to  assume  that  he 
was  not  the  person  transferring  it;  and  the  plea  then 
states,  "  that  the  said  stock  so  caused  to  be  transferred 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  was  so  caused  to  be 
transferred  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  contract 
and  agreement  made  with  the  plaintiff,^^  (therefore  the 
plea  alleges  the  transfer  to  have  taken  place  under  that 
contract),  after  the  day  mentioned  in  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, for  the  transfer  of  so  much  stock  in  the  first 
count  mentioned, ''  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
4531/.  be.  to  be  therefore  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff  for 
the  same.  And  the  defendant  further  says,  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  such  contract  and  agreement,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  actually  possessed  of  or  entitled  unto,  in 
his  own  name  or  in  the  name  or  names  of  any  trustee  or 
trustees,  to  his  use  of  the  said  interest  or  share  in  the  said 
stock,  or  of  any  part  thereof.'^  The  declaration  says  the 
defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  certain  sum, 
"for  stock  sold  and  caused  to  be  transferred.'^  The  de- 
fendant says,  that  was  done  in  pursuance  of  a  contract 
ipade  illegal  by  act  of  Parliament.  That  is  the  case  on 
which  the  Court  has  to  decide :  and  it  is  submitted,  that 
upon  this  act  of  Parliament,  if  a  person  enters  into  a  con- 

(a)  11  East,  300.  (b)  9  B.  &  Ch.  192. 
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tract  for  the  sale  of  stock  of  which  he  is  not  possessed^  and  Exeh.  of  PUat^ 
transfers  it,  such  transfer  is  illegal.     [Aldersan,  B. — ^And 
the  other  is  to  pocket  the  stock  without  paying  for  it?] 
So  he  mav  in  all  similar  cases.     The  same  hardship  arose     M'Callait. 
in  the  cases  which  have  been  cited — the  vendee  had  got 
the  coal  and  burnt  it,  or  ate  the  provisions;  the  vendee 
had  the  value  of  the  bricks  or  the  books ;  the  coal,  or  the 
provisions,  or  the  bricks,  or  the  books,  might  be  worth  as 
much  as  this  stock.     Still  the  same  question  arises:  if  the 
act  of  Parliament  has  prohibited  the  transaction,  and  the 
partv  has  knowingly  violated  that  act  of  Parliament,  he 
cannot  come  into  a  Court  of  justice  to  enforce  the  contract. 
The  defendant  contends,  therefore,  that  the  right  construc- 
tion of  this  act  is,  that,  although  the  first  seven  sections 
apply  to  putts  and  refusals  and  differences,  the  sale  of 
stock  by  a  person  not  the  owner  of  it  at  the  time,  is  ex- 
pressly prohibited  by  the  8th  section,  and  the  seller  can- 
not maintain  an  action  for  the  price  of  it.     [He  also  cited 
HUchins  v.  Lander  (a),  where  a  plea  of  the  stat.  32  Hen. 
8,  c.  9,  s.  3,  against  buying  pretended  titles,  without  hav- 
ing been  in  possession  by  the  space  of  one  whole  year, 
▼as  held  a  good  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity  filed  for  a  dis- 
covery.] 

CressweU,  in  reply. — ^This  contract  is  by  no  means  made 
void  by  the  statute,  and  even  if  it  were^  no  case  has  been 
cited  to  shew  that,  after  an  actual  transfer  and  accept- 
ance, a  new  contract  would  not  arise  to  pay  for  that  stock, 
although  the  original  contract  might  have  been  void,  fpid 
could  not  be  enforced  in  a  Court  of  law.  Some  such  case 
would  surely  have  occurred,  if  such  a  construction  had  ever 
been  put  upon  these  acts  of  Parliament  before.  But,  looking 
to  these  provisions  from  the  beginning,  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  defendant  is  not  correct  in  his  view,  either  of  this 

(a)  Cooi>er*8  Cha.  Ca.  84. 
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Btcth.  ^  Pb««»  act  or  the  other  acts  he  has  brought  before  the  Court.  It  will 
.  ^^'  .     be  found  that  the  10th  section  of  the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  32,  as 
MoKTiMBK     well  as  the  earlier  part  of  the  7  Greo.  2,  c.  8,  relates  to  con- 
m*Cm.ijiiu     tracts  in  which  the  party  has  no  interest  in  the  stock 
whatever.     By  the  10th  section  of  8  &  9  WilL  8,  c.  82,  it 
IB  '^dedared  and  enacted  that  every  policy,  contract,  bar- 
gain, or  agreement,  made  and  entered  into,  or  to  be  made 
and  entered  into  by  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  upon 
which  any  premium  already  is,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  shall 
be  ^ven  or  paid,  for  liberty  to  put  upon  &c.,  any  share  or 
interest  in  any  joint  stock,  &c.,  other  than  and  except  sudi 
policies  fee.,  as  are  to  be  performed  within  the  space  of 
three  days  &c.,  is  and  shall  be  utterly  null  and  void  to  all 
intents  and  purposes.^'  What  is  here  prohibited  is  neither 
more  n(»r  less  than  a  policy  of  insurance  as  to  the  price  of 
stock  at  a  future  day.    It  seems  to  apply  to  transactions 
in  which  the  person  insuring  may  have  no  interest  in 
and  no  contract  for  the  stock,  except  that  he  under- 
takes that  upon  a  certain  day  the  stock  shall  be  at  a 
certain  price.    There  are  no  words  relating  to  any  actual 
transfer  of  stock  as  between  them;  and  therefore  that 
statute,  and  the  decisions  upon  it  in  Lord  Raynumd,  may 
be  entirely  laid  out  of  the  question,  with  this  observ- 
ation only,  that  in  both  the  cases  cited,  the  action  was 
founded  upon  an  executory  contract.     The  1st  section 
of  the  7  G«o.  2,  c.  8,  will  be  found  to  be  applicable  to  trans- 
actions of  the  same  nature,  upon  which  a  premium  of 
insurance  had  been   paid.     The  2nd  section  appUes  to 
a   jdisoovery,  the   8rd   to    security  for    costs,   and  the 
4th  to  a  penalty  for  making  or  executing  any  putts  or 
bargains,  again  alluding  to  a  premium  of  insurance ;  and 
it  will  be  found  that  the  legislature  has  not  completely 
prohibited  all  transactions  properly  called  time  bargains — 
speculations  in  the  funds  not  to  be  followed  up  by  real 
transfer  of  existing  stock — ^without  the  8th  section;  because 
in  the  5th  section  the  legislature  says,  ^'and  for  preventing 
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the  evil  practice  of  compounding  or  making  up  differences  Exeh.  of  PUaa 
for  stocks  or  other  securities^  bought^  sold,  or  at  any  time  ^  ^  ^ 
hereafter  to  be  agreed  so  to  be,  be  it  further  enacted,  &c.,  Mortimer 
liiat  no  money  or  other  consideration  whatsoever,  (except  m^Callav. 
IS  hereinafter  is  provided),  shall  from  and  after  the  said 
Ist  d&y  ctf  June,  1734,  be  voluntarily  given,  paid,  had,  or 
received,  fDr  the  compoonding,  satisfying,  or  making  up 
any  difference  for  not  delivering,  transferring,  having,  or 
receiving  any  public  or  joint  stock/^  In  order  to  preclude, 
IS  far  as  they  could,  these  time  bargains,  which  are  clear- 
ly iMmiinal  and  not  real  bargains  for  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  stodL,  they  provide  that  no  money  shall  be  volun- 
irily  paid,  and  therefore  that  the  bargain  shall  be  specifically 
perfcHmed.  Then  the  6th  section  provides  nevertheless, 
^  that  no  person  or  persons  who  shall  sell  any  public  or 
joint  stock  &c.,  to  be  delivered  and  paid  for  on  a  certain  day, 
and  which  shall  be  reftised  or  neglected  to  be  paid  for  ac<- 
cording  to  such  agreement,  shall  be  obliged  to  transfer  the 
same;  but  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  such  person  or 
p^racHis  to  sell  such  stock,  &c.,  which  shall  be  so  refused  or 
neglected  to  be  paid  for,  to  any  other  person  or  persons  for 
&e  best  price  which  can  be  obtained;  and  after  such  sale,  to 
receive  (if  the  parties  can  agree)  or  to  recover,  as  aforesaid, 
from  the  person  or  persons  who  first  contracted  for  the 
same,  all  the  damage  which  shall  be  sustained  thereby/' 
It  is  very  true,  that  Lord  EUenborofiffh,  in  an  action 
bronght  xxpon.  that  section  (a),  where  there  had  been  no 
resale  and  transfer,  says,  you  cannot  ascertain  the  damage 
the  statute  has  given  you,  until  you  have  transferred  the 
stodc  and  got  the  market  price  for  it.  With  respect  to 
the  notion  that  the  statute  was  directed  to  prohibit  every 
thing  like  speculation  in  the  funds,  if  the  legislature  had 
intended  to  do  this  effectually,  they  must  have  prohibited 
ill  speculatioiis  in  the  ftmds  for  the  transfer  of  stock  in 

(«)  H^ektohtr  ▼.  Gregory,  4  Eait,  007. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  futuTO,  although  it  wcFC  in  the  party's  own  name^  because 
V  ^'  .  that  is  just  as  much  a  risk.  If  I  sell  my  stock  to-day,  and 
Mortimer  undertake  to  transfer  it  in  a  week,  I  run  the  risk  of  its 
M'Callan.  rising,  in  which  case  I  lose,  and  the  buyer  runs  the  risk 
of  its  falling,  in  which  case  he  loses.  What  object  could 
the  legislature  have  in  view,  in  prohibiting  a  transaction 
of  this  nature?  in  saying  that  a  party  shall  not  contract  to 
sell  and  transfer  that  which  he  really  intended  to  sell  and 
transfer,  where  in  fact  it  is  intended  by  both  parties  to  be 
a  bon&  fide  sale  and  transfer?  It  is  easy  to  understand 
an  intention  to  prevent  gambling  in  non-existing  stock, 
where  none  of  the  parties  may  be  worth  a  farthing  in 
the  world;  where  no  money  is  to  be  paid  on  the  one 
hand,  and  no  stock  to  be  transferred  on  the  other.  What 
then  has  the  act  prohibited?  Contracts  for  differences 
to  be  voluntarily  paid.  It  therefore  allows  an  actual 
sale,  and  a  recovery  of  the  differences  upon  the  actual 
transfer;  and  the  8th  section  was  introduced  in  order 
to  remove  all  doubt  which  might  exist  as  to  contracts  to 
be  made  for  the  sale  of  stock  which  neither  party  contem- 
plated parting  with  or  receiving,  llie  words  of  the  sec- 
tion will  fully  warrant  that  construction.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  Court  ought  not  to  consider  the  hardship  of  the 
case;  but  it  is  a  first  principle  in  construing  all  penal  acts  of 
Parliament,  that  you  should  not  impose  a  penalty  but  by 
the  clearest  possible  words :  nor  will  the  Court  enable  a  party 
to  retain  stock  to  the  value  of  £5000,  unless  there  is  some- 
thing in  the  act  of  Parliament  which  is  clearly  imperative 
upon  them.  Now,  if  the  Court  look  at  this  section,  they 
will  see  it  is  nowhere  made  unlawful  to  sell  and  tranrfer, 
[He  then  read  the  first  part  of  the  section.]  Now  a  party 
may  contract  to  buy,  not  intending  to  have  the  transfer ; 
he  may  contract  to  sell  or  assign,  not  intending  to  make 
the  transfer;  he  may  contract  to  transfer,  not  intending 
to  make  a  bonft  fide  sale;  but  it  is  nowhere  provided, 
that  a  contract  bon&  fide  made  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of 
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stock  shall  be  void,  although  the  party  has  not  the  stock  at  Eich,  of  pieM$ 
the  time  in  his  own  name.  The  true  construction  is  there-  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
fore  this : — ^if  a  person  merely  enters  into  a  contract  for  a  Mortimxk 
sale,  not  to  be  followed  up  by  an  actual  transfer,  it  is  m'Callan« 
void;  but  if  the  parties  really  contract  to  sell,  and  it  ap- 
pears, that  the  transaction  is  that  of  an  actual  sale  cou- 
pled with  an  actual  transfer — ^that  is  a  good  transfer,  and 
the  transferee  is  bound  to  pay  the  price.  But  it  is 
said  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  come  into  Court,  and  al- 
lege that  he  made  the  contract  for  that  transfer,  in  de- 
fiance of  the  act  of  Parliament.  But  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited  on  the  other  side,  and  particularly  that 
of  Bibbana  v.  Crickett  (a),  establish  incontestibly  that  a 
party  may  shew  that  his  contract  was  made  in  defiance 
of  an  act  of  Parliament.  And  the  case  of  Hiichins  v. 
hander  is  another  illustration  to  refute  the  doctrine  ad- 
vanced on  the  other  side,  that  a  party  cannot  set  up  as 
a  defence  to  an  action  his  own  participation  in  an  illegal 
transaction;  for  there  the  defendant  pleaded  his  own 
grant  of  the  lease  mentioned  in  the  bill  praying  a  disco- 
very, in  defiance  of  the  statute  of  Hen.  8;  and  that  plea  was 
held  to  be  good.  If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  make 
such  dealings  altogether  void,  they  would  have  said  that  any 
transfer  made  under  such  a  contract  should  be  void ;  but 
the  defendant  will  not  argue  so,  because  if  the  transfer 
were  to  be  void,  as  forming  part  of  an  illegal  transaction,  it 
would  prevent  him  firom  keeping  the  stock  without  making 
payment  for  it.  But,  surely,  when  the  act  in  the  1st  sec« 
tion  provides  that  premiums  paid  for  insurances  which  are 
illegal  shall  be  paid  back,  so  with  respect  to  differences 
paid  that  they  shall  be  recovered  back,  would  it  not  have 
provided  that  money  paid  for  stock  should  be  paid  back; 
or,  in  the  case  of  stock  transferred  under  such  a  bar- 
gain^ that  the  transfer  should  be  void,  and  therefore  the 
stock  remain  the  property  of  the  party  transferring? 

(a)  1  B.  &  P.  264. 
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Bnh.  of  Pleas,  It  is  Unnecessary  to  advert  to  the  case  of  Bryan  v.  Lewis,' 
^  1840.  ^  because  this  Court  has  distinctly  decided^  that  contracts  for 
MoRTiMEft  the  sale  of  goods  cannot  be  considered  illegal  and  void, 
IHCallak.  merely  because  the  party  may  not  have  them  until  after  the 
time  of  making  the  contract.  Then  the  case  of  Sanders 
V.  Kentish  was  endeavoured  to  be  distinguished  from 
the  present^  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  there  had 
not  sold  stock  but  lent  iU  But  what  the  pliuntiff  had 
done  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  case;  the  ques- 
tion was,  what  the  defendants  had  contracted  to  do,  and 
whether  they  were  bound  to  do  that  which  they  had  con- 
tracted to  do,  if  the  plaintiff  proved  a  consideration  for  the 
defendants'  promise.  It  is  true  the  plaintiff  gave  stock, 
with  a  power  of  attorney  to  sell  the  stock  in  order  that  the 
defendants  might  receive  the  proceeds  of  it,  and  that  was 
the  consideration  for  a  future  transfer  of  stock  by  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  defendants  were 
not  then  possessed.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants,  in  ar- 
gument, certainly  endeavoured  to  take  a  distinction  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  a  loan  of  stock;  but  that  distinction  can 
have  no  bearing  upon  the  construction  of  the  8th  section, 
for  it  is  expressly  stated  in  the  case,  ^Hhat  the  defend- 
ants, at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  to  transfer 
the  stock  as  aforesaid,  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them 
possessed  of,  or  entitled  to,  in  their  or  either  of  their  own 
name  or  names,  &c.  &c.,  of  any  such  stock  as  is  in  the  con- 
tract or  agreement  mentioned,  or  any  4/.  per  cent,  annuities 
whatsoever.^'  Now  suppose,  instead  of  being  a  loan  of 
dESOOO,  3/.  per  cents,  to  receive  back  £3000  4/.  per  cents.,  it 
had  been  a  contract  that  the  defendants  might  take  so  much 
4/.  per  cent,  to  replace  so  much  3/.  per  cent,  afterwards,  surely 
it  could  have  made  no  difference  for  this  purpose.  [Alderson, 
B. — That  decision  only  goes  the  length  of  saying,  that  the 
words  are  to  be  construed  ^^  a  contract  to  transfer  under  a 
sale,''  and  that  a  contract  for  a  transfer  to  make  good  s 
loan  is  not  a  contract  for  a  transfer  under  a  sale].   It  may 
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be  a  Gpntract  toreplace,  not  a  contract  to  sell;  but  it  is  ap-  Bxeh.  of  PUtu^ 
prehended  that  in  truth  it  is  a  contract  to  sell.  It  was  clear-     ^  1^*   ^ 
Ij  not  within  the  terms  of  the  1 1th  section ;  it  was  not  a  loan     Mortimer 
of  moneyupon  the  security  of  stock,  and  the  stock  to  be  trans-     m^Gallar. 
ferred ;  it  was  not  a  mortgage  of  stock ;  but  it  was  a  power 
given  to  turn  that  stock  into  money^  and  to  use  the  money, 
the  defendant  agreeing  to  buy  other  stock  with  thatmcmey 
for  the  purpose  of  transferring  it  to  the  plaintiff  in  lieu  of  the 
other.     In  Child  t.  Morley,  the  plaintiff  never  had  any  in- 
terest in  the  sale  whatever ;  he  was  never  to  sell  on  his 
own  account :  he  was  merely  a  broker.    It  was  dear  from 
the  case  there  stated,  that  Child  had  no  right  to  pay  Mor- 
ley's  debt,  and  make  himself,  whether  he  woidd  or  not,  his 
creditor  for  that  amount,  and  to  put  that  difficulty  upon  him. 
The  only  mode  of  arguing  to  shew  that  Child  had  a  right 
of  action,  would  be  that  Child  himself  was  compelled  to  pay 
the  debt,  and  therefore  might  recover  over  ,*  as  was  held  in 
Exatl  V.  Partridge  (a),  where  one  man,  to  redeem  his  goods 
from  distress,  paid  the  debt  of  another,  and  it  was  held  he 
had  a  right  o{  action.  And  it  is  with  reference  to  that  argu- 
ment that  Mr.  Justice  Lawrence  says — ^^  My  difficulty  is 
this,  if  Child  contracted  to  sell  the  stock  on  his  own  accoimt, 
then  the  case  falls  directly  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act 
of  Parliament,  because  he  reaUy  was  not  so  possessed  of  the 
stock  so  bai^ained  and  sold.^'    Nor  was  he  to  have  any 
actual  interest  in  the  contract;  it  was  not  his  contract; 
it  was  Morley's  contract  with  the  transferees,   and  not 
Child's,  and  though  Child  might  undertake  to  make  it  in 
his  own  name,  he  had  no  legal  authority  to  do  so,  nor 
would  the  statute  enable  him  to  do  so;  because  the  only 
interest  he  could  have  in  the  transfer  was  the  interest  in 
the  differences.    It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  no 
such  observation  is  made  by  any  of  the  Judges,  except 
Hr.  Justice  Lawrence. 

(tf )  8  T.  R.  308. 
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Ejcch.  of  PUoii      [He  then  remarked  on  the  cases  of  Law  y .  Hodson,  Bensley 
.    ^^^'  .     V.  Bignoldy  Ribbana  v.  Crickett,   Wilkinson  v.  Loudonsack, 
Mortimer      and  Little  Y.Poole,  cited  by  Sir  W.  Follett,  and  distinguished 
M'Callan.     them  on  the  ground  that  those  were  contracts  directly  pro- 
hibited by  law^  and  therefore  illegal  and  void.] 

But  suppose  the  8th  section  did  relate  to  contracts  of 
this  description^  and  that  no  action  could  be  maintained 
for  the  breach  of  such  a  contract^  still  an  action  would  lie 
for  the  price  of  the  stock  when  transferred.  The  statute 
nowhere  says  that  the  transfer  of  stocky  made  in  pursuance 
of  such  a  contract^  is  to  be  void  or  illegal ;  the  policy  of  the 
act  does  not  seem  to  extend  to  it.  It  may  be  very  true^  as 
is  contended  on  the  other  side^  and  as  is  alleged  in  the  plea 
and  admitted  by  the  demurrer^  that  the  stock  was  trans- 
ferred in  pursuance  of  that  original  contract;  but  if  the 
act  done  in  pursuance  of  that  contract  is  itself  a  legal 
act,  there  is  nothing  to  make  such  transfer  illegal.  No 
principle  or  decision  has  been  adduced  for  such  a  posi- 
tion. There  is  no  equity  in  it.  If  I  make  a  contract  which  in 
itself  is  contrary  to  the  act,  to  transfer  stock ;  but,  having 
made  that  contract,  I  do  that  which  is  in  itself  a  lawful  act,  at 
the  request  of  the  party,  and  he  avails  himself  of  it,  and  the 
thing  is  transferred  under  the  sale,  how  can  he  say  the  law 
does  not  imply  a  promise  to  pay  for  it?  Suppose  the  con- 
tract to  be  void,  still  the  price  is  ascertained ;  the  seller,  at 
the  request  of  the  purchaser,  makes  the  transfer,  which  is 
legal,  and  having  done  that,  why  is  he  not  to  be  paid  for  it? 
The  case  is  distinguishable  from  all  those  cases  which 
have  been  so  much  relied  upon,  because  there  the  very  act 
was  illegal;  here  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  transfer 
was  illegal,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  must  be  entitled  to 
recover.  As  an  instance  of  the  application  of  such  a 
principle,  the  Ship  Registry  Act  may  be  referred  to.  For- 
merly that  Act,  (the  34  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  s.  14)  prescribed  that 
no  transfer,  contract  or  agreement  for  transfer,  of  property 
in  a  vessel,  should  bevalid,  unless  the  transfer,  or  contract 
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for  transfer,  contained  a  recital  of  the  certificate  of  regis-  Exeh.  of  pieat, 
try.  Suppose  that  had  been  limited  to  the  con/rac/,— that  ^  ^^^* 
no  contract  should  be  valid  without  such  recital,  but  that  Mortimer 
it  should  be  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes;  and  that,  the  m 'Call an. 
contract  having  been  made  without  that  recital,  a  bill  of  sale 
had  afterwards  been  executed,  transferring  the  ship  from 
one  owner  to  the  others;  could  it  be  said  the  seller  was  not 
to  recover  the  value  of  the  ship?  According  to  the  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side,  he  could  not.  The  agreement  in 
the  first  instance  could  not  be  enforced ;  but  if  afterwards 
the  parties  do  that  which  is  a  legal  act,  neither  malum  in  se, 
nor  malum  prohibitum,  surely  the  party  transferring  is  en- 
titled to  recover.  If  indeed  the  sale  were  made  void,  un- 
less the  certificate  were  recited  in  the  bill  of  sale,  then  the 
parties  are  put  in  statu  quo ;  the  one  takes  back  the  ship, 
and  the  other  his  money: — but  here  the  defendant  wishes 
to  keep  the  stock  without  paying  for  it.  It  is  apprehend- 
ed, however,  that  no  mischief  can  arise  in  applying  this 
act  of  Parliament  to  sales  of  non-existing  stock  only,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is,  on  that  ground  also,  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B.  now  said : — In  the  case  of  Mortimer  v.  M'CaU 
Ian,  which  was  very  fully  and  ably  argued  by  Sir  William 
FoUett  and  Mr.  Cresswell  last  term,  we  have  taken  time  to 
consider;  and  as  we  find  that  the  very  point  was  decided 
upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  we  think  we  are  boimd  to 
adhere  to  that  decision,  whatever  doubts  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  some  part  of  it  may  exist  in  the  minds  of  some 
members  of  the  Court. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Bsch,  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Robinson  v,  Learoyd. 

Where  the  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  action  of  debt,  on  the  statute  4  Greo.  2, 

plaintiff,  be-      ^^  28,  for  the  recovery  of  double  the  annual  value  of  a 

ing  the  owner  of  '  -^ 

a  woollen  mill    wooUen-mil)  and  premises,  situate  at  Huddersfield,  brought 

and  steam- 
engine,  let  to      by  the  plaintiff  as  the  owner  against  the  defendant  as  the 

a  roomln  the  tenant  of  the  premises,  for  holding  over  six  months  after 
mill,  together     ^j^^  expiration  of  a  notice  to  quit. 

with  a  supply  of  *^  ^ 

power  from  the  At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.  at  the  last  York  Assizes, 

b^Te^.Tf'.  it  was  proved  that  the  miU  and  premises,  including  a 

irrtlrrTOm*—  steam-engine  therein,  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff; 

Hiid,  in  an  «:<  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  year  1830,  let  to  the  defendant  a 

tion  for  double  r  >  j  > 

value,  under  room  in  the  miU,  together  with  a  supply  of  power  from  the 
f  28!£L't  Bteam-engine  by  means  of  a  shaft  reyolving  in  the  room, 
hoidirT^ove^r  ^^^  amouut  of  rent  t;o  be  regulated  by  the  amount  of  ma- 
after  the  expi-  chincry  which  the  defendant  should  from  time  to  time  in- 

ration  of  a  no- 
tice to  quit,  that  troduce  into  and  require  to  be  worked  in  the  mill.     The 

such'doubie^  '^^^  Varied  in  amount  until  the  year  1835,  since  which 
▼aiue,  the  value  ^j^^  j|.  j^^^j  invariably  continued  at  the  sum  of  £4&\i 

of  the  power  ''  ^  ' 

supplied  could    and  it  was  proved  that  the    defendant   had,   in  various 

notes  and  figures  in  his  own  handwriting,  debited  himself 
with  the  half-year's  rent  in  one  entire  sum  of  £225  10*. 
The  custom  of  the  trade  appeared  to  be  for  the  owner  of  a 
mill  to  fit  up  the  steam-engine,  and  supply  the  power  or 
first  motion,  and  then  to  let  it  to  his  tenants  at  one  entire 
sum.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  as 
the  statute  only  gave  double  value  for  ^'  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,'^  the  value  of  the  power  supplied  by 
the  steam-engine  did  not  come  within  the  meaning  of 
those  words,  and  that  the  verdict  ought  to  be  reduced  to 
such  a  sum  as  should  be  shewn  to  be  double  value  of  the 
room  above,  when  severed  from  the  steam  power.  The 
learned  Judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  they  could  not 
be  separated,  as  they  were  let  together,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
ftimished  dwelling-house :  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to 
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iredace  the  damages  by  such  sum  as  the  yalue  of  the  steam  Sxek.  rf  PUat^ 
power  should  be  ascertained  to  be,  in  case  the  Court  should  ^  '  ^ 

be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  dou-      Robimion 
ble  the  value  of  the  room  only;  it  being  agreed  that  the      Lbarotd, 
amount  should  be  left  to  the  decision  of  an  arbitrator. 
Dundas  having,  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  ac- 
cordingly, 

Cresswell  {Knowles  was  with  him),  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  defendant,  by  taking  the  room  and  the  engine  power, 
had  the  benefit  of  the  latter;  and  by  holding  over  he  pre- 
vents the  landlord  from  getting  the  value  from  some  other 
tenant,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
double  the  value  of  the  whole  under  the  statute.  The  sta- 
tute meant  to  give  the  landlord  double  the  value  of  that 
which  was  withheld  from  him  by  his  tenant.  If  the  tenant 
had  given  the  notice,  the  landlord  would  clearly  have  been 
entitled  to  double  rent  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  18. 
[Parke,  B. — Might  not  the  landlord  have  cut  off  the  shaft 
communicating  with  the  room  ?]  It  appears  to  have  been 
a  horizontal  shaft,  to  which  the  gearing  is  attached,  and 
that  could  not  have  been  done  without  injuring  the  occu- 
piers of  the  other  rooms  in  the  mill.  It  is  true  the 
plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  the  other  rooms,  but  that 
makes  no  material  difference ;  it  does  not  lie  in  the  defend- 
ants mouth  to  say, — "  True,  I  have  continued  in  the  pos- 
session of  this  power,  but  you  might  have  prevented  me  by 
cutting  off  the  shaft.''  The  question  is,  what  the  defend- 
ant continued  wrongfully  to  occupy  and  hold  over.  Sup- 
pose the  case  of  a  tenant  of  a  ready-ftimished  house;  could 
it  be  said  that  the  tenant  was  not  to  pay  double  the  value 
of  it  as  such,  because  the  landlord  had  power  to  enter  and 
take  away  the  furniture?  Would  not  the  defendant  be 
liable  to  be  rated  for  this  power?  It  has  been  so  held  in 
the  case  of  a  weighing-machine.     [Parke,  B.^  Suppose  it 

VOL.  VII.  E  M.  w. 
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M*€k.  of  PUut,  bad  been  a  mill  worked  by  a  horse ;  could  you  recover  for 
1840.        the  use  of  the  borse  ?]  Perhaps  not.  In  Rex  Y.Bradford  {a), 
RoBivioN      a  canteen  in  barracks  was  demised  to  B.  by  the  barrack- 
LxAROTD.      board  for  a  year,  at  a  rent  of  ^15  for  the  canteen  and  build- 
ings, and  also  the  further  sum  of  £510  for  the  privilege  of 
using  the  same  as  a  canteen,  and  selling  therein  provisions 
and  liquors,  &c.,  usually  sold  by  suttlers,  with  power  of  dis- 
tress for  the  aggregate  sum ;  and  this  was  held  to  be  one 
entire  rent  for  the  canteen,  and  therefore  that  B.  was  rate- 
able to  the  relief  of  the  poor  as  occupier  of  the  canteen,  in 
respect  of  the  £525  aggregate  rent,  and  not  merely  in 
respect  of  the  £15.    In  that  case  the  lessors  had  actually 
reserved  two  distinct  rents ;  but  Lord  Ellenborouffh,  after 
saying  that  he  could  not  look  at  the  reservation  in  any 
other  view  than  as  a  mode  of  dividing  the  rents,  adds, — 
'^  It  does  appear  to  me  that  this  is  as  much  a  profit  appur- 
tenant to  the  tenement,  arising  from  its  local  situation,  as 
was  the  profit  of  the  weighing  or  carding  machine  to  the 
tenements  there  rated.    And  it  has  not  been  improperly 
likened  to  the  case  of  a  soke  mill,  which  is  let  at  a  higher 
rent,  because  it  has  a  right  to  the  sole  multure  of  all  the 
com  and  grain  in  the  neighbourhood.     Can  it  be  doubted 
that  this  would  form  a  part  of  the  rateable  value  of  the  mill 
itself?'*    This  room  is  scarcely  of  any  value  without  the 
power  being  applied  to  it.    The  question  is,  what  does  the 
tenant  prevent  the  landlord  from  enjoying?     It  is  not  for 
the  tenant  who  has  held  it,  to  say.  You  might  have  taken  a 
step  to  prevent  me  from  enjoying  it.     Suppose  this  had 
been  a  small  tenement,  of  which  the  landlord  might  have 
got  possession  through  the  intervention  of  a  magistrate,  the 
tenant  could  not  be  allowed  to  say  that  the  landlord  was 
not  entitled  to  double  value,  because  he  did  not  adopt  that 
measure.      [Alderson,  B. — The  landlord  might  be  a  great 

(a)  4  M.  &  Selw.  317. 
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loser  if  he  could  not  recover  in  this  way^  but  he  might  still  £xeh.  of  nag, 
recoTer  the  single  value.    Parke,  B. — He  might  recover    ^  ^^Q'  ^ 
what  he  has  lost  in  an  action  on  the  case ;  but  the  question      Robimsoit 
is,  whether  he  can  recover  under  the  words  "  double  the      lsaeotd. 
value  of  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  so  de- 
tained,'' in  the  statute.]     That  which  is  to  be  recovered 
must  surely  be  double  the  value  of  that  which  is  withheld. 

IhrndoM  and contr&. — ^The  landlord  is  not  with* 

out  remedy,  as  he  might  recover  any  damage  actually  sus- 
tained by  an  action  on  the  case.  But  he  cannot  claim 
doable  value  under  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28.  Lord  Ettenboraugh, 
in  Liayd  v. Rosbee  (a),  says: — ''This  is  a  penal  statute,  and 
is  to  be  construed  strictly.''  There  is  a  distinction  between 
the  two  statutes :  in  the  statute  where  double  rent  is  given, 
the  party  is  called  a  tenant ;  in  this  he  is  treated  as  a  tres- 
passer. The  same  distinction  is  pointed  out  by  the  Court 
in  SouUby  v.  Nevmg  [b).  Here  the  landlord  puts  the  te- 
nant into  possession  of  this  power,  and  continues  to  supply 
Um  with  it  after  notice  to  quit;  he  thus  knowingly  enables 
him  to  commit  the  wrong;  he  cannot  afterwards  sue  him 
finr  the  penalty.  Such  power  is  not  ''lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments."  In  Newman  v.  Anderton  (c),  where  it  was 
held  that  a  landlord  had  a  right  to  distrain  for  the  rent  of 
ready-fnmished  lodgings,  Mansfield,  C.  J.  says, — "It  must 
occur  constantly,  that  the  value  of  demised  premises  is  in- 
creased by  the  goods  upon  the  premises,  and  yet  the  rent 
reserved  still  continues  to  issue  out  of  the  house  or  land, 
and  not  out  of  the  goods;  for  rent  cannot  issue  out  of  goods. 
In  Spencer^ s  case,  5  Co.  17,  it  is  resolved,  that  if  a  man  lease 
riieep  or  other  stock  of  cattle,  or  any  other  personal  goods, 
for  any  time,  and  the  lessee  covenants  for  him  and  his 
assigns  at  the  end  of  the  time  to  deliver  the  like  cattle  or 


(a)  2  Camp.  453.        (h)  9  East,  313.        (c)  2  N  R.  224. 
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EMth.  •S  PUtu,  goods  as  good  as  the  things  letten  were^  or  such  price  for 
^  ^^^*  ^    them,  and  the  lessee  assigns  the  sheep  over,  this  covenant 
Robinson      shall  not  bind  the  assignee;  for  it  is  but  a  personal  contract: 
Lbarotd.      and  it  is  added,  ^the  same  law,  if  a  man  demises  a  house 
and  land  for  years,  with  a  stock  or  sum  of  money,  render- 
ing rent,  and  the  lessee  covenants  for  him,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  to  deliver  the  stock  or  sum  of 
money  at  the  tod  of  the  term;  yet  the  assignee  shall  not  be 
charged  with  this  covenant,  for  although  the  rent  reserved 
was  increased  in  respect  to  the  stock  or   sum,  yet  the 
rent  did  not  issue  out  of  the  stock  or  sum,  but  out  of 
the  land  only/     Where  land  is  leased  with  stock  upon 
it,  the  rent  still  continues  to  issue  out  of  the  land  only/' 
The  stock  itself  is  no  part  of  the  value  of  the  subject  of 
occupation. 

In  Rex  V.  The  Inhabitants  ofMellor  (a),  where  power  was 
supplied,  and  there  was  a  contract  for  a  standing -place  in 
another's  miU  for  acarding-machine,  (the  party's  own  pro- 
perty), which  was  fastened  to  the  floor  and  the  roof,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  worked  by  the  steam-engine  of  the  mill : 
it  was  held  not  to  be  a  taking  of  a  tenement,  but  a  mere 
license  to  use  the  machinery  of  the  mill,  and  that  no  settle- 
ment could  be  derived  under  it.  [Alderson,  B. — That  turned 
upon  his  not  being  in  possession  of  the  room;  there  the  miller 
was  in  possession  of  the  room.]  In  Rea:  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Seacroft  (A),  where  a  person  engaged  himself  as  a  waiter 
at  an  hotel,  and  had  the  tap,  or  privilege  of  selling  malt 
liquors  there,  and  the  use  of  the  cellar  for  holding  the 
liquors,  which  had  a  separate  entrance,  and  of  which  he 
kept  the  key,  and  paid  for  his  situation  of  waiter  and  the 
tap  and  cellar  the  yearly  sum  of  £60;  it  was  held  that 
that  was  not  such  an  occupation  of  the  cellar  as  to  con- 
fer a  settlement.  [Aldersonj  B. — The  Court  there  said 
there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  taking  of  the  cellar  as  a 
tenant,  but  the  use  of  it  was  only  a  privilege  allowed  him 

(a)  2  East,  188.  (6)  2  M.  &  Selw.  472. 
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in  respect  of  the  hiring  himself  as  a  waiter.]      Here  the  Bxeh.  0/  PUoh 
plaintiff  might  have  stopped  the  power;  he  has  no  right  to  '  - 

supply  it  de  die  in  diem  to  a  trespasser,  and  afterwards,,  to  Robinsom 
recover  double  value  under  the  statute,  to  indemnify  him-  Learotd, 
self  for  the  wrong  he  has  himself  enabled  such  trespasser 
to  commit.  [Alderson,  B. — In  Be:e  v.  Whitechapel  (a),  it 
was  held^  that,  where  the  sessions  find  that  the  amount  of 
the  rent  paid  is  more  than  £10  per  annum,  the  Court  will 
conclude  that  the  tenement  is  of  that  value,  although  it  is 
stated  that  some  personal  chattels  were  likewise  demised, 
unless  the  value  at  which  they  are  rented  is  expressly 
stated.  That  seems  to  imply  that  if  the  value  had  been 
found,  they  would  have  deducted  that  amount.  Parke,  B. — 
The  criterion  seems  to  be,  whether  this  could  be  recovered 
in  the  shape  of  rent  by  distress.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  in 
estimating  the  double  value  of  a  room  in  a  factory,  held 
over  by  the  defendant,  the  value  of  the  power  of  a  steam- 
engine,  which  was  supplied  by  the  landlord  to  turn  the 
machinery  in  that  room  by  means  of  a  shaft  revolving  in 
it,  can  be  included.  We  think  it  cannot.  By  the  express 
terms  of  the  statute,  the  tenant  holding  over  is  to  pay  at 
the  rate  of  double  the  yearly  value  of  the  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  so  detained.  Thevalue  of  the  soil  itself,  and 
every  thing  which,  by  having  been  attached  to  it,  becomes 
part  of  the  soil,  is  no  doubt  to  be  estimated  for  this  pur- 
pose, as  well  as  that  of  all  easements,  rights,  and  appurte- 
nances thereto  belonging,  or  enjoyed  therewith ;  and  that 
value  is  what  an  occupier  would  give,  and  the  landlord 
would  otherwise  have  received,  for  the  use  of  the  freehold 
and  every  thing  connected  with  it,  during  the  time  that  th» 

(a)  2  Bott,  102,  pi.  146;  2  Nolan,  37. 
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MmcIl  rf  Phttt  possession  is  witUield.  But  where  a  compensatioii  is  paid 
•  jointly  for  the  use  of  the  tenement  and  its  appurtenances, 
and  for  something  else,  as,  for  instance,  for  the  landlord's 
performance  of  a  contract  to  do  something  which  would 
be  beneficial  to  the  occupier;  the  compensation  so  paid, 
though  an  entire  sum,  is  not  entirely  for  the  value  of  the 
occupation,  though  by  the  contract  of  the  parties  the  por- 
tion applicable  to  each  is  not  ascertained.  If,  by  the 
contract  of  the  parties,  a  separate  sum  was  fixed  as  a  com- 
pensation for  each  subject,  there  would  be  no  di£Eiculty  in 
the  case;  and  the  omission  to  make  that  apportionment,  in 
truth,  makes  no  other  difijerence  than  that  it  renders  it 
less  easy  to  ascertain  the  value  of  each  part. 

If  a  landlord  demises  a  public-house  at  rack-rent,  and 
contracts  to  supply  it  with  specified  quantities  of  ale, 
which  the  tenant  agrees  to  take  at  reasonable  or  fixed 
prices,  the  landlord  is  paid  the  value  of  the  house  in  the 
shape  of  rent ;  and  the  compensation  for  the  supply  of  ale, 
in  the  shape  of  profit  on  each  transaction.  It  could  not 
be  contended,  that  the  amount  of  both  together  was  the 
value  of  the  house;  nor  would  it  make  any  difference  if 
the  tenant  had  agreed  to  pay  for  both  by  one  fixed  sum. 
In  like  manner,  if  the  landlord  agrees  to  supply  the  tenant 
with  horses,  to  be  used  on  or  off  the  tenement  as  a  moving 
power,  or  with  steam  for  the  like  purpose,  whether  at 
separate  sums  for  each,  or  one  sum  for  both,  the  compen- 
sation for  the  power  can  in  neither  case  form  a  part  o{  the 
value  of  the  subject  of  the  occupation.  If  the  landlord, 
by  means  of  the  tenant  having  held  over,  is  prevented 
from  using  his  power*  beneficially,  and  deprived  of  profit 
th^eby,  he  has  a  remedy  on  his  contrad;  with  the  tenant, 
to  give  up  at  the  end  of  the  term,  or  for  a  trespass  in  con- 
tinuing to  occupy,  and  may  recover  a  compensation  for  his 
loss  by  way  of  special  damage.  But  on  the  statute,  which 
it  penal,  and  is  to  be  construed  strictly,  he  can  only  re- 
cover double  the  value  of  the  occupation  of  the  tenement 
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and  its  appurtenances.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  ab-  Btek.  of  puoft 
solute.  1S40* 

Rule  absolute.         robisioii 

LcARom. 
King  v.  Gillett. 

Assumpsit  for  the  breach  of  a  promise  to  many  the  To  a  dedan- 

plaintiff  in  a  reasonable  time.    The  declaration  was  in  the  Srfouiid?™r 

usual  form^  alleging  mutual  promises  to  many.    Plea,  ""J^^^ 

that  after  the  making  of  the  promise  in  the  declaration  within  a  rea- 

mentioned^  and  before  any  breach  thereof  by  the  defend-  ii  a  good  plea, 

ant,  to  wit  on  &c.,  the  plaintiff  wholly  absolved,  exonerated,  proml^.'^and 

and  discharged  the  defendant  firom  his  promise  and  the  J^^^'t^^ 

performance  of  the  same.    Verification.  the  piaindff 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea  onented,  and 

consists  wholly  of  matter  of  law,  on  which  no  assumpsit  nor  aifcndS^ 

material  issue  can  be  taken:  that  the  facts  which  constitute  i^  promi*«» 

andtheper- 

the  discharge  alleged  by  the  defendant  ought  to  have  been  formancet 
set  ont,  in  order  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  might  ^^^ 
have  been  taken  as  to  their  constituting  such  discharge  or 
not,  or  otherwise  that  issue  might  have  been  taken  on 
some  material  fact  so  alleged;  and  that  the  allegations  in 
the  plea  are  much  too  general,  and  therefore  no  traverse 
can  be  safely  taken,  so  as  to  bring  any  distinct  matter  of 
£Eict  in  issue,  &c. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  following  points  of  argument  were  stated  in  the 
mai^in: — ^The  plaintiff  will  contend  that  a  contract  found- 
ed on  mutual  promises  can  only  be  rescinded  before 
breach  by  mutual  consent;  and  that  a  mere  discharge  by 
one  of  the  parties,  without  any  act  of  the  other  party,  is  in- 
complete. The  defendant  will  contend  that  a  promise  may 
be  discharged  by  parol  before,  breach,  and  that  it  is  not 
necessary  in  pleading  to  state  the  evidence  of  such  dis- 
charge, or  the  special  circumstances  under  which  it  arises, 
or  that  there  was  any  consideration  for  the  same. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Trinity  Term,  by 
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Bxeh.  of  PiiOMf  E.  Perry y  in  support  of  the  demurrer, — ^This  plea  may 
*^^'  ^  be  proved  in  many  different  ways,  and  the  plaintiff  is  left 
entirely  in  the  dark  as  to  what  is  the  rea>  ground  of  de- 
fence. [Alderson,  B. — There  is  no  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  the  discharge.]  The  Court  then  called 
on 

Montague  Smith,  in  support  of  the  plea. — ^The  plea  is 
not  pleaded  as  k rescission  of  the  contract:  but  the  plaintiff 
cannot  enforce  an  action  against  the  defendant,  after  she 
has  dispensed  with  the  performance  of  it.  There  are  many 
cases  in  which  a  party  is  debarred  from  maintaining  an  ac- 
tion by  a  certain  act  or  declaration  of  his  own.  [Alderson^ 
B. — How  can  there  be  a  dispensation  before  breach?]  It 
is  a  kind  of  leave  and  license  not  to  perform  the  contract. 
[AldersoTiy  B. — Does  the  contract  cease  or  continue?  If  it 
ceases,  it  is  rescinded;  if  it  continues,  there  may  be  a  breach 
of  it.]  Langden  v.  Stokes  {a)  is  an  authority  for  the  de- 
fendant. There  the  plaintiff  declared  in  assumpsit,  that 
whereas  the  defendant  on  the  2nd  of  April,  and  for  such  a 
valuable  consideration,  assumed  to  go  such  a  voyage  in 
such  a  ship  before  the  August  following,  and  alleged  a 
breach  in  the  non-performance.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
that  before  any  breach,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  4th  of  April, 
at  such  a  place,  exoneravit  eum  of  the  said  promise;  and  on 
demurrer  the  plea  was  held  good,  on  the  ground  that  as  this 
was  a  promise  by  words,  it  might  be  discharged  by  words 
before  breach;  '^eodem  modo  quo  oritur,  eodem  modo  dis- 
solvitur.'*  There,  no  more  consideration  was  shewn  for 
the  discharge  of  the  defendant  £rom  his  promise,  than 
there  is  here.  So  in  Com.  Dig.,  Action  upon  the  Case  upon 
Assumpsit,  G,  it  is  said — ".if  a  man  make  a  promise,  he 
to  whom  it  was  made,  before  a  breach  may  discharge  it  by 
parol :''  citing  TreswaUer  v.  Keyne  [b),  and  several  other 

(a)  Cro.  Car.  383.  (6)  Cro.  Jac.  620. 
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authorities.  Many  instances  might  be  put,  in  which  Bxeh.  of  PUat, 
a  party  debars  himself  from  bringing  an  action  against  an-  ^  ^ 
other;  as  by  giving  another  leave  to  go  over  his  ground; 
or  by  the  gift  of  a  horse^  lent  for  a  specific  time,  before  that 
time  is  over;  yet  in  such  cases  there  is  no  consideration 
for  so  doing.  Before  breach,  it  is  a  sort  of  license,  which 
may  be  without  consideration.  It  is  a  maxim  of  law,  that 
ex  nudo  pacto  non  oritur  actio — but  a  party  may  debar 
himself  at  an  action  without  consideration.  After  breach, 
no  doubt,  nothing  is  sufficient  but  accord  and  satisfaction. 
[Aldersan,  B. — ^The  case  of  Langden  v.  Stokes  certainly  ap- 
pears to  be  directly  in  point.] 

E.  Perry. — ^The  pleadings  are  not  fully  set  out  in  that 
case,  and  it  is  quite  consistent  with  all  that  appears  in  the 
report,  that  the  plea  may  have  shewn  an  agreement,  and 
a  mutual  exoneration  of  each  party  by  the  other.  The 
rule  of  the  civil  law  there  referred  to  is  this : — '^  Nihil  tam 
naturale  est,  quam  eo  genere  quidque  dissolvere,  quo  colliga- 
tum  est:  ideo  verborum  obligatio  verbis  tollitur:  nudi  con- 
sensus obligatio (?07i/rario  consensu  dissolvitur  (a).  So,  also, 
Pothier  states  the  rule  of  the  civil  law : — "  With  respect  to 
those  obligations  contracted  by  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
the  release  might  be  made  by  a  simple  agreement,  by 
which  the  creditor  agreed  with  the  debtor  to  hold  him  ac- 
quitted, and  such  agreement  extinguished  the  obligation 
pleno  jure  (4).'*  In  Treswaller  y.  Keyne,  which  was  as- 
sumpsit on  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  plainti£F 
£4,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  travel  with  him 
from  London  to  York,  to  help  him  to  search  for  a  will; 
the  plea  stated  that,  after  the  promise,  and  before  any  pre- 
paration made  for  the  journey,  it  was  accorded  and  agreed 
between  them  that  the  plaintiff  should  forbear  his  journey, 
and  that  the  defendant  should  be  discharged  from  the  pay- 

(«)  Dig.  zvii.  35.        {b)  Pothier  on  Obligations,  Part  iii.  ch.  3,  art.  1. 
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B*dL  if  Pkat,  ment  of  the  £4:,  and  that  accordingly  he  discharged  the 
}  \  ^  pbdntiff  of  his  journey  and  search.  However,  that  case  was 
decided  for  the  plaintiflf  on  another  point.  So,  in  Hurfard 
T.  Pyle  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  contract  founded  on  mutual 
promises  could  not  be  discharged  but  with  consent  of  both 
parties.  Where  the  consideration  for  the  promise  is  ear- 
ecuted,  but  something  remains  to  be  done  by  one  party, 
there  a  discharge  by  the  other  before  breach  may  be  a  dis- 
charge in  toto;  but  where  it  is  a  contract  founded  on 
mutual  promises,  it  can  be  discharged  only  by  mutual  con- 
sent, and  the  plea  of  exoneravit  eum  does  not  apply  to 
such  a  case.  On  this  principle  rest  the  decisions  in  Lngh 
V.  Paterson  {b)  and  PhiUpotts  v.  Evans  (c),  where  it  was  held 
that  a  contract  to  deliver  goods  on  a  certain  day  cannot  be 
got  rid  of  by  a  notice  from  the  seDer,  before  that  day,  that 
he  shall  not  deliver  the  goods,  unless  it  be  assented  to  by 
the  buyer. 

M.  Smith  referred  to  Edwards  v.  Wedcs{d). 

Cur.  adv.  vnlt. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^In  this  case  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
plea  is  good,  and  that  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

The  question  before  the  Court  was  this : — ^Wheth«r,  to 
an  action  fonnded  on  mntual  promises  to  marry  within  a 
reasonable  time,  the  defendant  could  plead  that,  before 
any  breach  of  contract  on  his  part,  the  plainti£F  wholly  ex- 
onerated him  frt>m  the  performance  of  that  contract.  And 
it  was  contended  that  the  proper  plea  was,  that  before 
breach,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  by  mutual  agreement 


(a)  Cro.  Jac.  483.  (c)  5  M.  &  W.  475. 

(6)  2  Moon,  5SS.  (d)  1  Mod.  263 ;  2  Mod.  259. 
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had  rescmded  the  contract  previously  made  between  them.  Egeh.  rf  puoi. 
No  donbt  such  a  plea  would  be  good;  but  on  looking  into  ^®^* 
the  precedents  to  which  we  have  been  referred,  we  find 
that  the  form  of  the  present  plea  has  been  adopted  and 
held  good  in  several  cases.  There  are  precedents  in  seve- 
ral of  the  books  of  entries  (a),  and  there  are  two  decided 
authorities,  Holland  and  Comer^s  case  {b),  and  Langden  v. 
Stokes  {c).  And  we  think  this  latter  case  explains  the 
matter,  and  reconciles  the  present  plea  with  general  prin- 
ciples. It  seems  to  have  been  treated  there  as  a  mere 
question  of  the  form  of  plea — and  so  we  think  it  is :  for, 
although  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  plea  is  good  in  point 
of  form;  yet  we  think  the  defendant  will  not  be  able  to 
succeed  upon  it  at  Nisi  Prius,  in  case  issue  be  taken  upon 
it,  unless  he  proves  a  {iroposition  to  exonerate  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  acceded  to  by  himself;  and  this  in  effect 
vQl  be  a  rescinding  of  the  contract  previously  made. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  judgment  must  be  given  for 
the  defendant;  but  the  plaintiff  should  have  liberty  to 
amend  on  payment  ci  costs. 

Leave  to  amend  accordingly. 

(a)  RaBt  Entr.,  685 ;    Brown's      (()  2  Leon.  214. 
Entr.  67  (fol.  edit.) ;  Hem's  Pleader,      (e)  Cro.  Car.  383. 
31. 


Braoo  and  Another  v.  Rtland. 

1  HE  following  case  was  stated  under  a  Judge's  order,  by  a  testator  de. 
consent  rfthe  parties,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  hiTchiWrcn 

(naming  them), 
one  half  of  his  property  at  his  decease,  whether  in  houses,  lands,  or  other  effects,  to  be  equally 
dirided  among  them  and  their  heirs,  according  to  the  judgment  of  his  executors,  whom  he  em- 
powered to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  whole  or  any  partf  according  to  their  opinion,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  children,  as  they  severally  arriTed  at  the  age  of  twenty-five,  and  not  before,  unless  his  eze- 
caton  should  thiok  it  prudent  to  divide  it  before.  The  testator  then  gave  the  remaining  half  of 
his  property  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  to  leave  it  at  her  death  by  her  will  among  his  children ; 
bat  if  she  made  no  will,  then  to  be  equally  divided  among  his  children  and  their  heirs  :-^H€ld, 
that  the  power  of  sale  given  to  the  executors  extended  only  to  the  moiety  first  devised  among 
the  ehfldren  and  their  hchn. 
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fxeh.  of  puat.  The  plaintiffs  are  the  executors  of  the  will  of  Sampson 
2_1^  Tomlinson,  deceased^  who,  at  the  date  of  his  will  herein- 
after set  forth  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  seised  in 
fee-simple  in  possession  of  a  close  or  piece  of  land,  situate 
in  the  parish  of  Ashton,  in  the  county  of  Warwick.  The 
said  Sampson  Tomlinson,  by  his  last  will  and  testament, 
bearing  date  the  23rd  of  December,  1822,  properly  exe- 
cuted and  attested  for  the  passing  of  real  estates  (after 
some  bequests  not  material  to  this  case),  devised  as  fol- 
lows : — "And  I  give  among  my  children  Sampson,  Mary, 
and  James,  one  half  of  my  property,  whatever  it  may  be, 
at  my  decease,  and  in  whatever  it  may  consist,  whether  in 
houses,  lands,  or  other  effects,  and  whether  freehold  or 
leasehold,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them  and  their 
heirs,  according  to  the  judgment  of  my  executors  herein- 
after named,  whom  I  empower  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the 
whole  or  any  part,  according  to  their  opinion,  for  the 
benefit  of  my  said  children,  as  they  severally  arrive  at  the 
age  of  twenty-five,  and  not  before,  unless  my  executors 
think  it  prudent  to  divide  it  before;  in  which  case  they  are 
hereby  empowered  to  give  it  them  after  they  arrive  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  not  before :  And  I  declare,  in 
case  of  sale,  their  receipt  shall  be  effectual  discharges  to 
the  purchasers  for  their  purchase-money."  The  will  then 
contained  some  further  bequests  of  personalty,  and  then 
proceeded  :  — "  The  remaining  half  of  my  property,  as 
above  described,  I  leave  to  my  wife  Martha,  during  her 
natural  life,  and  to  leave  it  at  her  death  by  will  among  my 
three  children,  in  such  proportions  as  she  shall  think  pro- 
per ;  but  if  she  does  not  make  her  will,  then  to  be  equally 
divided  among  my  three  children,  and  their  heirs.  I  also 
desire  that  the  half  of  my  daughter's  fortune,  of  which  my 
wife  has  the  power  to  dispose,  may,  if  my  wife  shall  not 
give  any  directions  respecting  it,  be  settled  upon  her 
during  her  life ;  and  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  her 
children,  and  their  heirs  and  executors,  at  her  decease^ 
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without  any  influence  over  it  by  her  husband,  if  she  should  Ejtek,  of  PUa$, 

marry.    And  as  my  son  Sampson  does  not  very  well  com- 

prehend  conversation,  and  is  also  imperfect  in  speech,  I 

wish  my  executors  to  settle  two-thirds  of  his  fortune  upon 

him  during  his  life,  and  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  his 

children,  or  their  heirs  and  executors  at  his  death/' 

The  testator  then  appointed  tl\p  plaintiffs  executors  of 
his  said  wiU,  and  afterwards  died  without  making  any 
alteration  in  the  above  devise,  and  the  will  was  duly 
proved  by  the  plaintiffs.  Mrs.  Tomlinson,  named  in  the 
will,  afterwards  died  without  making  any  appointment  of 
any  part  of  the  property  in  question.  The  plaintiffs,  be- 
coming desirous  of  selUng  the  whole  of  the  close  or  piece 
of  land  hereinbefore  mentioned,  on  the  2nd  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1839,  entered  into  the  agreement  with  the  defendant 
upon  which  this  action  is  brought,  whereby  they  agreed  to 
sell  and  convey  the  fee-simple  of  the  whole  of  such  land  to 
the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  £1000,  and  to  produce  a 
good  and  marketable  title  to  the  same. 

The  defendant,  after  perusing  the  abstract  of  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  refused  to  complete  the  purchase,  on  the  ground, 
that  the  power  of  sale  given  by  the  will  of  the  said  Sampson 
Tomlinson  to  his  executors  extended  only  to  a  moiety  of 
the  lands  devised  by  the  will,  and  that  therefore  no  valid 
and  marketable  title  could  be  made  by  the  plaintiffs  under 
such  power  of  sale  to  the  whole  of  the  close  or  piece  of  land 
comprised  in  the  contract  of  sale. 

The  plaintiffs,  on  the  other  hand,  contend,  that  upon 
the  true  construction  of  the  whole  of  the  wiU,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  objects  which  the  testator  appears  to  have  had 
in  view,  the  power  of  sale  must  be  considered  to  extend  to 
the  entire  estate  devised  by  the  will,  and  not  to  a  moiety 
of  it  only.  And  the  plaintiffs  accordingly  offered  to  convey 
the  whole  of  the  close  or  piece  of  land  in  question  to  the 
defendant  under  the  above  power  of  sale,  but  the  defendant 
declined  to  complete  the  purchase  upon  those  terms. 
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Sxeh.  of  PUat,  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is^  whether  the 
}^2l^  plaintiflFs,  as  executors  of  the  will  of  the  late  Mr.  Tomlinson, 
can  convey  to  the  defendant  a  valid  title  to  the  whole  of 
the  said  close  or  piece  of  land  comprised  in  the  contract  of 
sale.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 
can  convey  such  a  title  to  the  same^  judgment  is  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaint^s  by  confession^  for  the  sum  of 
£ — ;  if  otherwise,  a  judgment  of  nolle  prosequi  is  to  be 
entered. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  present  sittings,  by  Cowling 
for  the  plaintiff's,  who  contended  that  the  power  of  sale  was 
clearly  intended  to  extend  to  the  entire  property  devised, 
all  of  which  was  ultimately  to  be  equally  divided  among 
the  testator's  children  or  their  representatives;  and  by 
GoiMum,  Seijt.,  for  the  defendant,  who  argued  that  it 
was  confined  to  the  moiety  first  given  to  be  divided  by  the 
executors  among  the  children,  and  to  be  sold  according  to 
their  opinion  for  the  benefit  of  the  children,  on  their  ar- 
riving at  the  specified  ages. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider,  and  on  a  subsequent 
day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
executors  named  in  the  wiU  of  Sampson  Tomlinson  had 
a  power  of  sale  over  the  whole  of  the  property  or  not.  We 
have  had  considerable  doubt  upon  it,  but  have  come  to  the 
conclusion^  after  consideration,  that  they  had  not.  The  words 
of  the  will  should  be  construed  according  to  their  ordinary 
import :  and  we  think  the  natural  meaning  of  the  words  by 
which  the  power  is  given,  in  the  place  in  which  they  occur 
in  the  will,  is  to  give  the  executors  power  to  sell  only  that 
half  of  the  property  which  is  given  directly  to  the  children. 
The  words  are — ^'whom  I  empower  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the 
whole  or  any  part" — ^If  the  will  had  stopped  there,  it  might 
well  be  said  that  the  power  extended  to  all  the  prop^ty ;  but 
it  goes  on — and  we  must  read  all  the  words  together — ''  ac- 
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cording  to  their  opinion,  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  children,  BMch.  of  PUtu, 
as  they  severally  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-five/'  &c.     ^     ^^' 
We  think,  therefore,  that  the  testator  mnst  have  meant  to 
include  in  the  power  the  whole  of  that  half  of  his  property 
only  which  he  had  given  to  his  children,  and  that  conse- 
quently there  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


WiCKHAM  V.  Hawkeb  and  Others. 

IKESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  several  closes  of  By  deed,  A.  and 
the  plainti£P,  and  with  horses   and   dogs  hunting    and  d.  andhishein 
searching  therein  for  game,  &c.  and  seizing,  taking,  and  ^^^«»/i»!p  onS 
carrying  away  game  being  in  and  upon  the  said  closes,  &c.  !^**r"'*v  ^  ^. 

B.  &  C.y  their 

Pleas,  1st,  not   guilty;   2ndly,  that  long   before  the  beinandafl- 
several  times  when  fee,  and  before  the  plaintiff  had  any  to^ieintoand 
title  or  interest  in  the  said  closes,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  ^^P^lw***  \*°^' 

'  '  and  there  to 

October,  1712,   Stephen  Vidler  and  Richard  Cox  were  hawk,  hunt, 
seised  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  manor  of  Held,  that  thii 
Bullington,  with  the   appurtenances,   in    the  county  of  ^  "JJJ^^'' 
Southampton,  in  trust  for  one  Richard  Widmore :    and  properly  so 

^    ,  called,  but  a 

being  so  seised,  the  said  Richard  Widmore,  Stephen  Yid-  new  grant  by  D. 
ler,  and  Richard  Cox,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  {^e  deed)!^ot 
between  them  of  the  one  part,  and  one  John  Wade  of  the  J5*  ^^^^^y 

*       '  therein  men- 

other  part,  [profert],  did,  according  to  their  several  estates  tioned:  and 

1  1  1  -JT-L      therefore  that 

and  interests,  release  and  convey  unto  the  said  John  it  might  enure 
Wade,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  certain  premises  si-  and*h?"  heirs ' 
tuate  in  East  Bullington  in  the  said  county,  then  being  although  he  waa 

°  .f  ^  o  QQj  J  party  to 

in  the  actual  possession  of  the  said  John  Wade,  by  virtue  the  deed. 
of  a  lease  thereof  for  one  year  theretofore  made  to  him  by  person,  his  heirs 
the  said  R.  Widmore,  S.  Vidler,  and  R.  Cox,  which  said  Mfrer^b^yf 
last-mentioned  premises  had  been  and  were,  before  and  at  «^*  eervants  or 

*  otherwtse,  to 

come  into  and 
vpon  lands,  and  there  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish,  aud  fowl,"  is  a  grant  of  a  license  ofprqi/U,  and  not  of 
a  mere  personal  license  of  pleasure  ;  and  therefore  it  authoriies  the  grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  hawk,  hunt,  ftc,  ^  his  servants  in  his  absence. 

Such  a  liberty  is,  therefore,  a  profit  k  prendre,  within  the  Prescription  Act,  8  &  3  Will.  4, 
c71,  1.2. 
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Exeh.  qf  PUmt,  the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture^  part  and  parcel  of 
^^^'  ^  the  demesne  of  the  said  manor,  and  of  which  said  last- 
mentioned  premises  so  released  and  conveyed  as  afore- 
said^ the  said  closes  in  which  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned^  then  were  and  still  are  part  and  parcel;  except- 
ing  and  always  reserving  out  of  the  said  release  and  convey- 
ance,  unio  the  said  R.  Widmore,  S.Vidler,  and  M.  Cox,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  free  liberty,  with  servants  or  otherwise, 
to  come  into  and  upon  the  said  last-mentioned  premises  so 
released  and  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  there  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish,  and  fowl,  at  any  time  there- 
after, at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  said  B.  Widmore,  S. 
Yidler,  and  B.  Cox,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  without  any  let  or  contradiction  of  the  said 
John  Wade,  his  heirs  and  assigns:  and  the  said  John 
Wade  did  thereby,  in  and  by  the  same  indenture,  grant 
unto  the  said  R.  Widmore,  S.  Vidler,  and  R.  Cox,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  liberty  so  mentioned  therein  to  be 
excepted  and  reserved  as  aforesaid;  as  by  the  indenture  fully 
appears :  whereupon  and  whereby,  the  said  R.  Widmore, 
S.  Yidler,  and  R.  Cox,  became  and  were  seised  as  of  fee 
and  right  of  and  in  the  said  liberty,  by  the  said  indenture 
so  granted  to  them  as  aforesaid.  And  the  defendants  fur- 
ther say,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and 
while  the  said  S.  Yidler  and  R.  Cox  were  seised  of  and  in 
the  said  manor  with  the  appurtenances  as  aforesaid,  and 
while  the  said  R.  Widmore,  S.  Yidler,  and  R.  Cox  were  so 
seised  of  and  in  the  said  liberty,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of 
December,  A.  D.  1713,  the  said  S.  Yidler  and  R.  Cox, 
by  indenture  under  their  hands  and  seals,  which  said  last- 
mentioned  indenture  having  been  by  accident  lost,  the  de- 
fendants cannot  produce  the  same  to  the  Court  here,  re^ 
leased  and  conveyed  unto  the  said  R.  Widmore,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  the  said  manor  with  the  appur- 
tenances, then  being  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  said 
R.  Widmore,  by  virtue  of  a  lease  thereof  for  one  year. 
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theretofore  made  to  him  by  the  said  S.  Vidler  and  R.  Cox ;  Exeh.  of  pum, 

and  in  and  by  the  said  last-mentioned  indenture  demised,     ^  *^^* 

released,  and  for  ever  quit-claimed  to  the  said  R.  Widmore, 

his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest 

of  the  said  S.  Yidler  and  B.  Cox,  of  and  in  the  said  liberty  so 

expressed  to  be  excepted  and  reserved,  and  so  granted  in  and 

by  the  said  indenture  first  above  mentioned  as  aforesaid ; 

whereupon  and  whereby  the  said  R.  Widmore  then  became 

and  was  solely  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  and  of  and 

in  the  said  manor,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  solely 

seised  as  of  fee  and  right  of  and  in  the  said  liberty :  and 

the  said  R.  Widmore  being  so  seised,  afterwards,  to  wit, 

on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1720,  died  so  seised  of  and 

in  the  said  manor  with  the  appurtenances,  and  Uberty 

aforesaid.     [The  plea  then  proceeded  to  deduce  the  title  to 

the  manor  and  liberty  from  Widmore  to  the  defendant 

Col.  Hawker,  and  concluded  as  follows: — ']     Wherefore 

the   defendant  Peter  Hawker  in  his  own  right,  and  the 

other  defendants  as  his  servants,   and  in  his  company^ 

and  by  his  command,  at  the  said  several  times  when> 

&c.  broke  and  entered  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.  in 

the  declaration  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  using  and 

exercising  the  said  Uberty ;  and  for  that  purpose,  and  upon 

those  occasions,  with  the  horses,  dogs,  and  guns  in  the  said 

declaration  mentioned,  being  the  horses,  dogs,  and  guns  of 

the  defendant  Peter  Hawker,  hunted  and  searched  in  the 

said  closes  for  the  game  in  the  said  declaration  specified^ 

and  killed,  seized,  took,  and  carried  away  the  hares,  phea« 

lants,  &c.  therein  mentioned,  and  converted  and  disposed 

thereof  to  the  use  of  the  said  Peter  Hawker,  &c.  &c.  as 

they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  which  are  the 

said  supposed  trespasses,  &c.    Verification. 

Third  plea,  that  the  defendant  Peter  Hawker,  long 
before  and  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c.,  was  and 
still  is  the  lawful  possessor  and  occupier  of  a  certain  manor 
called  the  manor  of  Bullington,  in  the  county  of  South*. 

VOL.  VII.  F  M.  w. 
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Bseh.  •/  PUat,  ampton,  and  that  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the 

said  manor  now  have,  and  for  and  during  the  full  period 
of  sixty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit^ 
have  of  right  had  and  enjoyed^  without  interruption,  and 
been  used  and  accustomed  to  have  and  enjoy,  and  of  right 
ought  to  have  had  and  enjoyed,  and  the  defendant  Peter 
Hawker,  as  such  occupier  of  the  said  manor  as  aforesaid, 
of  right  ought  to  have  had  and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  have  and  enjoy,  the  free  liberty  and  privilege, 
with  servants  or  otherwise,  to  come  into  the  said  several 
closes,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  there  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish, 
and  fowl,  at  any  time,  at  his  and  their  firee  will  and  plea- 
sure :  Wherefore  the  defendant  Peter  Hawker,  being  such 
possessor  and  occupier  of  the  said  manor  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  said  other  defendants  as  his  servants,  and  in  his  com- 
pany, and  by  his  command,  &c.  &c.  [justifying  the  tres- 
passes as  before.] 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea;  and  replied 
to  the  second,  that  the  said  John  Wade  did  not,  in  or  by 
the  said  indenture  in  the  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
grant  unto  the  said  R.  Widmore,  S.  Yidler,  and  R.  Cox, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  liberty  in  that  plea  men- 
tioned to  be  excepted  and  reserved,  in  manner  and  form 
as  in  the  said  plea  alleged:  and  to  the  third  plea  the 
plaintiff  replied,  traversing  the  right  as  alleged :  on  which 
replications  issues  were  joined.  The  plaintiff  also  new 
assigned  to  the  second  and  last  pleas,  that  he  issued  his 
writ  &c.,  not  only  for  the  trespasses  in  those  pleas  at- 
tempted to  be  justified,  but  also  for  that  the  defendants 
Heath  and  Ralph,  as  such  servants  of  the  said  Peter  Haw- 
ker as  in  those  pleas  mentioned,  at  other  and  different 
times  than  those  in  the  said  pleas  respectively  mentioned, 
and  therein  respectively  attempted  to  be  justified,  broke 
and  entered,  &c.  the  said  several  closes  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  &c.  &c.,  the  said  Peter  Hawker  not  being  in 
iiEU^  present  or  in  company  with  the  said  two  other  de^ 
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fendants  on   any  of  the  occasions  or  times  in  this  new  JBieft.  ^  pimi, 
assignment  mentioned:    which  are  other  and  different  ' 

trespasses,  &c.  &c. 

To  this  new  assignment  the  defendants  pleaded,  first,  a 
plea  setting  forth  the  same  title  as  in  the  second  plea  to 
the  declaration,  bnt  condnding  thus: — ^Wherefore  the  de- 
fendants Charles  Heath  and  Charles  Ralph,  as  servants 
of  the  defendant  Peter  Hawker,  and  by  his  command,  and 
for  his  use  and  benefit,  on  the  said  several  occasions  and 
times  in  the  said  times  in  the  said  new  assignment  men- 
tioned, broke  and  entered  the  said  closes  in  which  &c.,  for 
the  purpose  of  using  and  exercising  the  said  liberty,  and 
for  that  purpose  and  upon  those  occasions  committed  the 
said  several  supposed  trespasses  by  the  plaintiff  above 
newly  assigned,  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  afore- 
said, which  are  the  same  supposed  trespasses  whereof  the 
plaintiff  has  above  in  his  new  assignment  complained,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment,  se- 
condly, a  plea  in  the  same  terms  as  the  third  plea  to  the 
declaration,  except  that  they  alleged  the  trespasses  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  defendant  Hawker,  as  such  pos- 
sessor and  occupier  of  the  manor  as  aforesaid,  and  by  the 
other  defendants  as  his  servants  and  by  his  command,  and 
for  his  use  and  benefit,  although  not  in  his  actual  presence 
or  company. 

The  replications  to  these  pleas  respectively  traversed  the 
grant  by  Wade  of  the  liberty  of  sporting,  and  the  right 
claimed  in  respect  of  the  manor,  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  replications  to  the  second  and  third  pleas  to  the  de- 
claration: and  thereupon  issues  were  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  Hamp- 
shire Summer  Assizes,  1839.  The  deed  of  1712  was  put 
in,  and  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to 
shew  that  the  defendant  Col.  Hawker,  as  owner  of  Bulling- 
ton,  and  his  predecessors  in  estate,  and  their  gamekeepers, 
had  for  upwards  of  sixty  years  past  shot  over  the  lands 

f2 
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Etek.  of  putut  in  question.  Several  deputations  of  gamekeepers  were 
•  produced^  which  described  the  parties  by  whom  they  were 
appointed  as  lords  of  the  manor.  For  the  plaintiff  it  was 
contended^  that  the  reservation  in  the  deed  of  1712  did 
not  operate  to  vest  in  Widmore^  Yidler^  and  Cox,  the  liberty 
therein  mentioned,  inasmuch  as  one  of  them,  Widmore, 
was  no  party  to  the  deed :  or  if  it  did,  that  the  words  of  the 
reservation,  "  to  themselves,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
liberty,  with  servants  or  otherwise"  &c., did  not  authorise 
the  grantees  to  send  their  servants  to  sport  in  their  ab- 
sence. And  with  regard  to  the  issues  on  the  sixty  years' 
right,  that  the  right  claimed  was  a  mere  license  of  plea- 
sure, and  not  a  profit  a  prendre,  and  therefore  could 
not  be  annexed  to  a  manor,  and  was  not  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Prescription  Act,  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71.  The 
learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  ig^hether,  de  fieusto, 
the  defendant  Hawker,  and  those  whom  he  represented,  as 
owners  of  Bullington,  had  for  sixty  years  exercised  the 
rights  set  up  in  the  third  plea  to  the  declaration  and  se- 
cond plea  to  the  new  assignment ;  t.  e.,  had  they  sported, 
ftc.,  as  of  right,  whether  well  founded  or  not,  or  had  they 
done  so  only  by  permission  ?  The  jury  found  that  Col. 
Hawker,  and  those  whom  he  represented,  had  de  facto 
exercised  as  of  right,  for  sixty  years,  the  right  to  sport  on 
the  plaintiff's  lands  by  themselves  and  their  servants,  but 
not  by  their  servants  without  themselves  (a).  The  learned 
Judge  thereupon  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  on  all  the  issues  (except  that  on  the  plea  of  not 
guilty),  giving  the  defendants  leave  to  move,  on  the  con- 
struction and  effect  of  the  deed  of  1712,  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  them  on  the  first  special  plea  to  the  declaration,  and  the 
first  plea  to  the  new  assignment ;  and  also  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendants  on  the  other  special  pleas,  if  the 
Court  should  think  they  ought  to  be  so  found. 

{a)  This  was  the  statement  in      as  to  the  tenns  in  which  the  case 
the  rqiort  of  the  learned  judge ;      was  left  to  the  jury, 
the  counsel  on  either  side  differed 


^ 
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In  Michaelmas  Term^  Erie  moved  accordingly ;  citing  Etch,  of  PUmt, 
Doe  d.  Douglas  v.  Lock  (a)  as  an  authority  to  shew  that  a  .  ^^^* 
reservation  and  exception  (so  called)  in  a  lease^  of  the  liberty 
of  hawking^  himting^  fishings  and  fowling^  is  not  le- 
gally a  reservation  or  exception^  but  a  privilege  granted  to 
the  lessor;  and  therefore^  that  the  grant  of  such  a  privilege 
by  Wade,  in  the  deed  of  1712,  might  enure  to  all  the 
three  grantees,  though  one  of  them  was  not  a  conveying 
party  to  the  deed.  As  to  the  other  issues,  he  contended 
that  it  was  clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  a  liberty  to  en« 
ter  and  hunt  with  servants  or  otherwise,  as  it  implied  a 
right  to  carry  away  the  game  taken,  was  a  profit  a  prendre, 
and  not  a  mere  license. — A  rule  having  been  granted,  at 
the  sittings  after  Hilary  Term, 

Rawlinson  (with  whom  was  Butt)  shewed  cause. — ^The 
deed  of  1712,  as  set  out  on  the  record,  shewed  that  Wid- 
more  was  a  perfect  stranger  to  the  estate,  to  whom  there 
could  be  no  reservation :  and  there  is  not  on  the  face  of  the 
deed  any  absolute  grant  of  the  hberty  or  privilege,  but  a 
reservation  only.  The  words  of  the  deed  are — '^  Except^ 
mg  and  always  reserving  out  of  the  said  release  and  convey- 
ance unto  the  said  Widmore,  Vidler,  and  Cox,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  free  liberty,  with  servants  or  otherwise,  to 
oome  into  and  upon  the  premises  so  released  and  conveyed 
as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  there  to  hawk,  hunt, 
fish,  and  fowl  at  any  time  thereafter,^'  &c.  In  Chetham 
V.  WilUamson  (£),  A.  being  mortgagee  in  fee  of  lands, 
and  B.,  the  mortgagor,  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption, 
by  lease  and  release,  A.  conveyed,  and  B.  released  the  lands 
to  C.  in  fee,  who  thereby  covenanted  with  and  granted  to  B. 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  B.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  at 
all  times  to  enter  on  the  lands  to  search  and  dig  for  coal, 
and  to  take  and  carry  away  the  same  to  his  and  their  own. 
use.    It  was  held  that  this  was  only  a  license,  and  convey- 

(n)  2  Ad.  &  £U.  705,  743;  4  Nev.  &  M.  807.    {h)  4  East,  469. 
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jEwft.  if  Pffc#9  ed  no  interest  in  the  soil^  so  as  to  exclude  C.  and  those 
^  1840.  ^  claiming  under  him  from  getting  coal  there ;  and  that  it 
WicKHAM  could  not  operate  as  an  exception  or  reservation  out  of  the 
liiWKKR.  grant  in  respect  to  B.^  inasmuch  as  he  had  not  the  legal 
title  in  him  at  the  time ;  he  was  in  law  no  more  than  a 
stranger  to  the  estate^  and  could  not  except  or  reserve  that 
which  he  had  not  before.  Moore  v.  Earl  of  Plymouth  ( a  ) 
was  a  decision  to  the  same  effect^  on  a  right  similar  to  that 
claimed  in  the  present  case.  Being  pleaded  as  a  reserv- 
ation, it  cannot  be  construed  as  a  grant.  It  is  true  that  the 
plea  goes  on  to  state,  that  ''by  the  said  indenture  Wade 
granted  to  Widmore,  &c.^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said 
liberty  or  privilege  so  mentioned  herein  to  be  excepted  and 
reserved  as  aforesaid ;"  but  the  deed  itself  contains  no  such 
absolute  grant.  In  Sheppard's  Touchstone  (p.  80),  it  is  laid 
down,  that  a  reservation,  to  be  good,  must  be  made  to  all, 
some,  or  one  of  the  grantors,  and  not  to  a  stranger  to  the 
deed.  So,  a  right  of  entry  cannot  be  reserved  to  a  stranger 
to  the  estate.  In  truth,  therefore,  nothing  passed  to  Wid- 
more  by  the  deed  of  1712. 

But  a  further  question  arises  on  the  construction  of  the 
deed,  upon  which  depends  the  issue  on  the  first  plea  to  the 
new  assignment,  viz.,  whether  the  defendant  Hawker  had 
a  right  to  enter  on  the  land  by  his  servants,  he  not  being  pre- 
sent. It  will  be  contended  that  the  reservation  of  the  liberty 
to  come  on  the  land  ''with  servants  or  otherwise,''  impUes 
a  right  in  the  grantee  to  send  bis  servants  not  in  his  pre- 
sence. A  license  or  grant  of  this  description  is  con- 
strued strictly.  The  obvious  and  natural  meaning  of  the 
words  is,  to  give  the  licensee  a  right  to  enter  on  the  land, 
either  with  or  without  servants  accompanying  him.  More- 
over, a  right  to  send  servants  would  have  been  contrary 
to  the  policy  of  the  game  laws,  which  at  that  time,  before 
the  passing  of  the  statute  9  Anne,  c.  25,  allowed  a  lord  of 

(a)  7  Taunt  614;  S.  C.  on  error,  3  B.  &  Aid.  66. 
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a  manor  to  appoint  one  gamekeeper  only.    Here  the  plea  Bxek.  of  PUtu^ 
attempts  to  justify  the  shooting  and  carrying  away  of  game        ^^^- 
by  all  the  three  defendants;  if  it  is  not  supported  as  to  any 
one  of  them,  it  fiedls  altogether. 

Next,  as  to  the  second  special  plea  to  the  declaration, 
and  the  second  plea  to  the  new  assignment,  which  claim 
the  respective  rights  therein  mentioned,  as  having  been  en- 
joyed for  sixty  years  by  the  occupiers  of  the  manor.  It  is 
submitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  those 
pleas.  The  plea  given  by  the  Prescription  Act  is  a  mere 
substitution  for  the  old  plea  of  immemorial  enjoyment, 
and  must  be  supported  by  the  same  evidence.  [Parke^  B. 
— The  jury  found  the  facts  for  the  defendants,  and  no 
question  is  reserved  as  to  the  evidence.]  A  lord  of  the 
manor  has  no  right,  as  such,  to  sport  over  the  lands  of 
others  within  the  manor:  Pickering  v.  Noyes  (a).  [Parkef 
B. — ^Thia  is  not  the  case  of  a  lord  sporting  over  tenements 
within  his  manor.]  The  defendants'  title  arises,  if  at  all, 
under  the  deed  of  1712,  and  not  in  right  of  the  manor. 
In  truth,  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the  existence 
of  a  manor  at  all.  These  issues,  therefore,  were  rightly 
entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

Erie  and  SnUrke,  contril. — ^Three  questions  arise  in  this 
esse;  two  of  them  upon  the  construction  of  the  deed  of 
1712,  and  the  third  as  to  the  entry  of  the  verdict  on  the 
pleas  alleging  the  right  by  sixty  years'  user.  The  first 
question  is,  whether  the  deed  is  properly  pleaded  as  amount- 
ing to  a  grant  by  Wade  to  Widmore,  Vidler,  and  Cox, 
of  the  liberty  in  question  ?  Now,  if,  in  a  conveyance  from 
A.  to  B.,  there  be  a  reservation  to  C,  a  stranger,  it  clearly 
cannot  operate  as  a  reservation,  and  it  will  therefore,  if  it 
be  possible,  be  construed  as  a  grant.  And  in  Doe  d.  Doti- 
glas  V.  Lack,  it  was  expressly  held  that  a  reservation  (so 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  648. 
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^xeh.  of  Pleat,  Called)  in  a  lease^  of  the  same  liberty  as  in  the  present  case, 

viz.,  "of  hawking,  hunting,  fishing,  and  fowling,''  is  not  le- 
gally a  reservation  or  exceptioa,  but  a  privilege  granted  to 
the  lessor.  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  do  not  con- 
flict with  this  view  of  the  case.  Moore  v.  Earl  of  Plymouth 
is,  indeed,  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  defendants.  There 
the  plea  was  held  bad  only  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
allege  a  grant,  but  a  mere  reservation  of  the  liberty,  and 
therefore  did  not  set  forth  the  deed  according  to  its 
legal  operation.  The  Court  held  it  to  amount  to  a 
grant,  but  could  not  construe  it  so  because  it  was  not  so 
pleaded.  [Parke,  B. — According  to  Doe  d.  Douglas  v.  Lock, 
reservations,  properly  so  called,  are  only  of  rents  or  services, 
and  a  reservation  of  an  easement  or  privilege,  whether  to 
a  stranger  or  not,  operates  as  a  fresh  grant.  Alderson, 
B. — The  authorities  there  cited  from  Sheppard's  Touch- 
stone (a)  and  Lord  Coke  (b)  are  to  the  same  effect ;  that 
this  is  not  at  all  a  reservation,  properly  so  called,  but  a 
grant.]  Chetham  v.  Williamson  is  altogether  distinguish- 
able: that  was  an  action  of  trover  for  coals,  and  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  succeed  unless  he  shewed  a  property  in  them. 
There  the  terms  of  the  deed  did  not  purport  to  operate  as 
a  reservation,  but  merely  as  a  covenant  to  permit  the  plain- 
tiff to  enter  and  dig  for  coals,  which  amounted  to  a  mere 
license,  and  could  not  convey  any  interest  in  the  soil,  or 
property  in  the  coals  under  it.  Pickering  v.  Noyes  has  no 
application  to  this  case.  On  the  authority,  therefore,  of 
Doe  d.  Douglas  v.  Lock,  this  reservation  operated  as  a  grant 
of  the  liberty  to  the  three  parties  named  in  the  deed,  and 
the  deed  being  pleaded  according  to  its  legal  effect,  the 
issue  on  that  plea  (the  first  special  plea  to  the  declaration) 
ought  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  terms  of  the  grant 
are  to  be  construed  so  as  to  entitle  the  grantee  to  sport  ig 

(«)  P.  80.  (6)  Co.  Litt  47.  a. 
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servants.    The  defendants  contend^  that  it  is  a  liberty  or  Sxeh.  of  PUat, 
priyilege  to  the  same  extent  to  which  a  lord  of  the  manor     v_^ 
would  be  entitled,  if  he  had  not  conveyed  away  the  land : 
L  e.  by  himself,  or  by  a  servant  if  he  choose  to  appoint  a 
gamekeeper.    The  words  '^or  otherwise''  are  amply  suffi- 
cient to  include  the  right  to  this  extent;  and  all  the  words 
of  the  grant  ought  to  have  their  effect.     The  previous 
words  would  include  the  right  to  go  alone.    If  the  grant  be 
construed  otherwise,  then,  if  the  grantee  became  infirm,  or 
fell  ill,  he  could  not  enjoy  the  right  at  alL     [Alderson,  B. 
— Or  the  manor  might  be  in  an  infant  or  a  woman.]     It 
Xiever  could  have  been  intended  that  the  right  should  be 
incapable  of  user  under  such  circumstances.     It  may  be 
said,  that  unless  a  more  limited  construction  be  put  upon 
the  grant,  the  lord  may  send  a  great  number  of  servants, 
so  as  to  destroy  all  the  game  and  do  injury  to  the  land ; 
but  he  may  do  the  same  by  taking  as  many  with  him.    Or 
if  that  be  unreasonable,  he  would  be  restricted  to  a  reason- 
able use  of  the  liberty.    The  grantor  would  have  the  secu- 
rity of  the  law  for  the  non-abuse  of  the  grant.     [Aldersonj 
B. — ^What  is  the  object  of  the  reservation — ^pleasure  or 
profit?     If  the  former  only,  it  would  be  personal.]     The 
right  to  go  on  the  land  with  servants  shews  that  profit  was 
contemplated.     It  was  held  in  Daviesi's  case  {a),  that  a 
hberty  for  the  lords  of  a  manor,  their  tenants  and  farmers, 
to  take  fowl  in  the  warren  of  another,  was  a  profit  a  pren- 
dre in  alieno  solo,  for  which  the  tenants  might  prescribe 
in  a  que  estate.     In  Com.  Dig.,  Chase,  H.  1.,  it  is  laid 
down,  that  if  a  party  "  has  a  license  for  him  and  his  ser- 
vants  to  hunt  at  his  pleasure,  he  may  also  kill  and  carry 
away ;  for  the  license  for  the  servants  imports  an  interest 
in  the  thing.'*     The  authority  cited  is  Manwood  (A),  c.  18, 
8.  3: — ^'  If  a  man  have  a  license  for  himself  and  his  servants 
to  hunt  and  chase  in  a  man's  chase,  park,  or  warren  at  his 

(a)  3  Mod.  246.  (6)  P.  108. 
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Sgek.  i4  Piioit  pleasure^  by  these  worcU^ybr  fdm  and  his  servants ,  shall  be 

^    1840.  ^    understood  a  license  of  profit,  and  the  grantee  may  hunt^ 

WicKBAM      kill,  and  carry  away ;  for  these  words,  ^  for  him  and  his  ser- 

Hawkbb.      vants,'  do  imply  that  the  grantee  hath  property  in  the 

thing  hunted,  because  that  by  such  a  license,  the  grantee 

may  justify  for  his  servant  to  hunt,  which  is  more  than  a 

license  of  pleasure/^    The  distinction  between  a  license  of 

pleasure  and  of  profit  is  more  fully  stated  in  a  subsequent 

section  (sect.  5)  (a).     So,  if  I  grant  to  a  man  to  take  trees 

in  my  field,  he  may  send  his  servants  to  get  them. 

Lastly,  as  to  the  issues  on  the  second  special  plea  to  the 
declaration,  and  the  second  plea  to  the  new  assignment. 
There  was  strong  evidence  of  reputation  of  a  -manor,  by  the 
appointment  of  gamekeepers.  But  the  replication  does  not 
put  in  issue  the  defendant's  title  to  the  manor,  but  only  de- 
nies the  exercise  of  the  right  as  claimed,  during  the  sixty 
years.  The  learned  Judge  left  to  the  jury  the  question  whe- 
ther there  had  been  an  enjoyment  for  sixty  years  as  of  right, 
and  they  found  it  in  the  affirmative.  That  was  a  question 
of  fact,  and  did  not  depend  upon  the  deed,  which  was  put 
in  to  prove  the  other  issue.  [Aldersony  B. — ^The  jury  have 
found  the  exercise  as  of  right  under  the  deed,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  deed  gives  the  right.  The  finding 
could  not  have  been  as  it  was  on  this  issue,  but  for  the 
deed.]  Even  if  the  parties  exercised  the  right  under  an 
erroneous  notion  that  the  deed  gave  it  them,  that  is  a  case 
precisely  within  the  Prescription  Act,  and  after  sixty  yean 
enjoyment  the  right  became  absolute.  [Alderson,  B.— * 
The  question  is,  whether  that  can  be  so  under  this  plea» 
which  claims  the  liberty  in  right  of  the  occupiers  of  the 
manor.  Parke,  B. — The  plea  can  only  be  supported  by 
proof  of  a  right  exercised  as  appurtenant  to  the  manor. 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 


(a)  P.  112. 
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In  Trinity  Tenn^  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  deli-  EsdL  of  Pka$, 
vered  by  >^i?^ 

Pabks^  B. — ^This  case  was  tried  before  my  Brother 
Coleridge,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  at  Winchester^  when 
several  points  were  reserved^  which  were  fully  argued 
before  my  Brothers  Aldersan,  Gumey,  and  myself^  at  the 
nttings  after  Hilary  Term. 

It  was  an  action  of  trespass  qu.  cl.  fr.  against  the 
defendant  Hawker  and  two  others,  for  entering  the  plain- 
tiff's doses,  and  hunting  and  searching  for  and  killing 
game. 

The  special  pleas  were,  first,  that  Yidler  and  Cox  were 
seised  of  the  manor  of  Bullington,  in  trust  for  Widmore, 
and  that  Widmore,  Yidler,  and  Cox,  by  an  indenture,  in 
1712,  between  them  and  Wade,  and  sealed  by  Wade,  re- 
leased parcel  of  the  demesne  lands  of  the  manor  of  Bul- 
lington, comprising  the  locus  in  quo,  to  Wade,  "  except- 
ing and  always  reserring  to  Widmore,  Yidler,  and  Cox, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  Uberty,  with  servants  or  otherwise, 
to  come  upon  the  lands  so  conveyed,  and  there  to  hawk, 
hunt,  fish,  and  fowl  at  any  time  thereafter,  at  their  will 
and  pleasure :  and  the  said  John  Wade  did  thereby  grant  to 
Widmore,  Yidler,  and  Cox,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said 
hberty  so  excepted  and  reserved/'  The  plea  then  states  a 
release  and  conveyance  from  Yidler  and  Cox  to  Widmore 
of  the  manor  and  liberty,  and  deduces  from  him  a  title  to 
both  to  the  defendant  Hawker,  and  he  and  the  others,  as 
bis  servants  and  in  his  company,  justify  the  trespasses  by 
virtue  of  the  liberty. 

The  second  special  plea  states,  that  the  occupiers  of  the 
manor  had  used  and  enjoyed,  and  Hawker  as  such  occu- 
pier was  entitled  to  use  and  enjoy,  the  right  of  hunting, 
hawking,  and  fowling,  for  sixty  years,  by  themselves  and 
with  servants. 

The  replication  to  the  first  plea  takes  issue  on  the  alle- 
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fixch.  rf  PUai,  gation  of  a  grant.  That  to  the  second  denies  the  nser 
2^^*  ^  and  enjoyment.  There  was  a  new  assignment  of  the  tres- 
passes committed  by  the  two  other  defendants^  by  com- 
mand of  Hawker  in  his  absence^  in  huntings  &c.;  and 
pleas  to  the  new  assignment — ^first^  a  reservation  and  grant 
of  a  liberty^  in  the  like  terms  and  by  a  similar  deed  to 
that  in  the  second  plea,  to  hunt^  &c.  by  servants;  secondly^ 
a  similar  plea  to  the  third,  of  sixty  years'  user,  by  the  oc- 
cupier and  by  servants. 

The  replication  to  the  first  plea  to  the  new  assignment 
denied  the  grant;  to  the  second,  denied  the  user  and  en- 
joyment. 

The  principal  questions  in  the  case  were,  how  the  issues 
raised  by  the  replication  to  the  first  special  plea  to  the 
declaration,  and  the  first  plea  to  the  new  assignment, 
ought  to  be  found,  and  that  depends  upon  the  legal  effect 
ofthe  deed  of  1712. 

The  liberty  '*  of  hawking,  hunting,  fishing,  and  fowling,^' 
is,  by  the  terms  of  that  deed,  "  excepted  and  reserved  to 
Widmore,  Yidler,  and  Cox;''  but  so  far  as  related  to 
Widmore  it  could  not  be  a  good  exception  or  reservation, 
because  he  was  not  a  conveying  party  to  the  deed ;  nor  is 
such  a  liberty,  whether  it  be  a  mere  easement  or  a  profit 
a  prendre,  properly  and  in  correct  legal  language,  either 
an  exception  or  a  reservation.  This  point  was  expressly 
decided  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Douglas  v.  Lock  {a),  where 
most  of  the  authorities  were  cited  and  fuUy  considered. 
Lord  Detwian,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
says,  '^that  the  privilege  of  hawking,  hunting,  fishing, 
and  fowling  is  not  either  a  reservation  or  an  exception  in 
point  of  law ;  it  is  only  a  privilege  or  right  granted  to  the 
lessor,  though  words  of  reservation  and  exception  are 
used."  As  the  indenture  was  executed  by  Wade,  the 
words  of  reservation  and  exception  operated  as  a  grant  by 

(a)  2  Ad.  &  £U.  743. 


^ 
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him  to  the  three-— Widmore^  Vidler^  and  Cox^  and  the  EmH.  of  pumt, 
plea  properly  stated  the  legal  effect  of  those  words  as  a     ^  ^^^' 
grant  by  him.   Consequently  this  issue  ought  to  have  been 
found  for  the  defendant^  and  the  verdict  must  be  entered 
accordingly. 

The  next  question  is^  how  the  verdict  is  to  be  entered 
on  the  replication  to  the  first  plea  to  the  new  assignment/ 
and  that  depends  upon  the  legal  effect  and  operation  of  the 
words  of  a  grant  to  persons^  their  heirs  and  assigns ,  ''  of 
free  liberty^  wUh  servants  or  othertrise,  to  come  into  and 
upon  the  lands^  and  there  to  hawk^  hunt^  fish^  and  fowl/' 
If  these  words  authorize  the  grantee  to  send  his  servantir 
to  hawk,  hunt,  fish,  and  fowl  for  him,  in  his  absence,  the 
issue  ought  to  be  found  for  the  defendant,  otherwise  not. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  this  issue  must  be  found  for  the 
defendant.  The  authorities  upon  this  subject  take  this 
distinction :  that  if  there  be  a  personal  license  of  pleasure, 
it  extends  only  to  the  individual,  and  it  cannot  be  exercised 
with  or  by  servants ;  but  if  there  is  a  license  of  profit,  and 
not  for  pleasure,  it  may.  This  will  be  found  so  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  The  Duchess  of  Norfolk  v.  Wiseman  (a), 
which  appears  to  be  the  leading  case  on  this  subject. 

The  Duchess  of  Norfolk's  case  was  this : — The  Duchess 
brought  an  action  for  chasing  in  her  park,  against  Wiseman 
and  others.  They  pleaded  that  the  Duchess  Ucensed  the 
Earl  of  Suffolk  to  hunt  at  his  pleasure  in  the  park,  and 
they  shewed,  at  the  time  of  the  trespass,  the  Earl  came  into 
the  park,  and  the  defendants  with  him,  to  hunt :  and  it  was 
moved  that  the  plea  was  bad,  for  by  the  license  given  to 
the  Earl,  which  was  only  for  pleasure  and  extended  only 
to  him,  and  no  other  could  justify  by  that  license;  for  if  I 
give  license  to  a  man  to  eat  with  me,  none  of  his  servants 
can  justify  the  entry  into  my  house  by  reason  of  that  h- 
cense,  for  it  is  a  license  of  pleasure ;  and  so  if  I  give  leave 
to  another  to  go  at  his  pleasure  into  my  orchard,  none  of 

(a)  Tear  Book,  12  Hen.  7,  25,  and  13  Hen.  7,  13,  pi.  2. 
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jem*.  ti  Pkmt,  Ilis  serymta  can  justify  by  that  license :  but  if  it  is  a  license 
^  1840>  ^    of  profit,  and  not  of  pleasure^  it  is  otherwise;  for  if  one  give 
WicsBAM      leave  to  me  to  carry  over  his  land  with  my  cart,  my  ser- 
HAinns.      v&nts  can  justify  by  his  license ;  and  so  if  one  gives  me 
license  to  have  a  tree  in  his  wood,  my  servants  may  justify 
the  cutting  of  the  wood,  and  the  entry,  for  I  shall  have 
profit  by  that :  and  so  was  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  and 
then  the  defendants  said  the  Duchess  gave  license  to  the 
Earl  to  hunt,  kill,  and  take  with  him  the  deer  at  his  plea- 
sure, and  then  they  said  that  the  Earl  came  there  and  they 
with  him,  and  by  his  command,  hunted  and  took  away : 
and  that  was  held  good. 

This  case  is  cited,  with  others,  in  Manwood,  c.  18,  a.  S, 
p.  107,  and  the  result  is,  that,  if  there  be  a  personal  license 
to  an  individual  to  hunt  at  his  pleasure,  he  cannot  take 
away  to  his  own  use  the  game  killed,  or  go  with  servants, 
still  less  send  servants  to  kill  for  him,  or  assign  his  license 
to  another :  but  if  the  person  is  meant  to  have  a  property 
in  the  game  which  he  kills,  it  is  otherwise;  and  therefine 
if  the  license  is  to  hunt,  kill,  and  carry  away,  he  may  hunt 
with  servants  or  by  servants.  And  e  converse,  if  there  be 
a  license  for  him  and  his  servants  to  hunt,  ''by  these 
words,  for  him  and  his  servants,  shall  be  understood  a  U- 
cense  of  profit;  for  these  words  imply  that  the  grantee  hath 
a  property]  in  the  thing  hunted,  because  that  by  such  a 
license  the  grantee  may  justify  for  his  servant  to  hnnti 
which  is  more  than  a  license  of  pleasure  (a).'' 

This  being  the  rule  of  law  on  the  subject,  the  point  to  be 
decided  here'is,  whether  the  liberty  granted  is  a  mere  per- 
sonal license  of  pleasure,  or  a  grant  of  a  license  of  profit— 
a  profit  a  prendre. 

The  liberty  ot  fowling  has  been  decided,  in  one  case,  to 
be  a  profit  a  prendre,  and  may  be  prescribed  for  as  such  (i), 
The  liberty  to  hawk  is  one  spedesof  ancupium  (c),  the  takinf 

(a)  Manwood,  108.         {h)  Daviet^t  ease,  3  Mod.  246. 
(c)  Manw.  c.  18,  s.  10,  p.  117. 


TRINITY  VACATION^  3  VICT. 


79 


1840. 


of  birds  by  hawks^  and  seems  to  follow  the  same  role.  The  Exdu  ^  Pkoi, 

liberty  of  fishing  appears  to  be  of  the  same  nature;  it 

imph'es  that  the  person  who  takes  the  fish^  takes  for  his 

own  benefit:   it  is  common  of  fishing.    The  liberty  of 

hunting  is  open  to  more  question,  as  that  does  not  of 

itself  import  the  right  to  the  animal  when  taken ;  and  if  it 

were  a  license  given  to  one  individual,  either  on  one  oc* 

casion  or  for  a  time,  or  for  his  life,  it  would  amount  only 

to  a  mere  personal  license  of  pleasure,  to  be  exercised  by 

the  individual  licensee.    But  this  is  a  grant  by  deed,  to 

persons,  "  their  heirs  and  assigns'/*  it  is  clearly  intended 

ttiat  not  merely  the  particular  individual  named,  but  any 

to  whom  they  or  their  heirs  choose  to  assign  it,  should 

exercise  thfe  right;  which  seems  to  us  to  shew  that  it  is 

an  interest,  or  profit  a  prendre,  which  is  intended  to  be 

granted.     Whether  the  liberty  is  to  be  exercised  by  the 

fioensee  or  his  servants,  or  by  the  licensee  or  his  assigns, 

makes  no  difference  in  this  respect ;  both  shew  that  not  a 

personal  license,  but  a  license  of  profit,  was  intended  to  be 

granted.    The  case  in  the  Year  Book,  11  Hen.  7,  fol.  86, 

bears  materially  on  this  view  of  the  case.    It  is  there  said, 

"  if  one  license  me  and  my  hArs  to  come  and  hunt  in  his 

park,  I  must  have  a  writing  (that  is,  a  deed)  of  that  license, 

for  a  thing  passes  by  the  license,  which  indures  in  perpetuity : 

but  if  he  license  me,  one  time  to  hunt,  this  is  good  without 

deed,  for  no  inheritance  passes.'^ 

It  appears  to  us,  that  the  liberties  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish, 
and  fowl,  granted  to  one,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  are  inter- 
ests, or  profits  a  prendre,  and  may  be  exercised  by  serv- 
ants in  the  absence  of  the  master;  and  further,  we  think 
that  the  addition  *'  with  servants  or  otherwise ''  does  not 
limit  the  privilege,  and  exclude  the  exercise  of  it  by  serv- 
ants. '*  Words  tending  to  enlarge  are  not  (imless  the  in- 
tention is  very  plain)  to  be  taken  to  restrain  {a)** 


(«)  Earl  €f  Cardigan  v.  Armitagey  2  B.  &  C.  209. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,      ^®  therefore  think  that  this  issue  must  be  found  for 
1840.         the  defendant. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  how  the  verdict  ought 
to  be  entered  on  the  issue  on  the  second  special  plea  to 
the  declaration. 

The  jury  found  that  the  usage  had  existed,  and  the 
right  had  been  exercised,  for  sixty  years ;  but  whether  they 
found  that  it  had  been  exercised  for  sixty  years  by  the 
occupiers  of  the  manor,  as  stich,  which  was  a  necessary 
fact  to  be  found  in  order  to  support  the  pleas,  though  the   i 
existence  of  such  a  manor  was  not  in  issue,  has  been  made  ^ 
a  matter  of  dispute  by  the  counsel  at  the  bar,   whoa^^r 
statements  as  to  what  passed  materially  differ.     The  in-  \ 
ference  from  the  Judge's  note,  and  the  impression  of  the  / 
learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  is,  that  the  jury  meant  ¥ 
to  find  that  the  right  was  exercised  by  the  occupiers  as  \ 
lords  of  the  manor,  and  we  do  not  therefore  think  it  right 
to  grant  any  new  trial  to  have  this  doubt  cleared   up, 
especially  as  the  question  relates  only  to  the  costs  of  the 
issue,  and  does  not  decide  the  cause.     We  need  hardly 
add,  that  we  think  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  in  sup- 
port of  the  plea. 

The  verdict,  therefore,  on  this  issue  will  be  entered  for 
the  defendants.  That  on  the  second  plea  to  the  new  assign- 
ment remains  as  found  by  the  jury,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Rule  accordingly. 


On  this  judgment  being  pronounced. 

Butt  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  judgment 
shoidd  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto, on  the  several  issues  on  which  the  Court  had  directed 
the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants. — On  the  se- 
cond plea  to  the  declaration,  and  the  first  plea  to  the  new 
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assignment,  he  contended  that  the  reservation  could  not  Exeh,  of  Phas, 
operate  as  such,  but  could  only  create  a  liberty  in  gross, 
and  that  in  the  pleas  the  liberty  was  claimed  as  appurte- 
nant to  the  manor.  The  third  plea  to  the  declaration  was 
framed  upon  the  statute  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  71,  s.  5,  which  in 
express  terms  applies  only  to  rights  which  can  be  claimed 
by  the  occiqners  of  a  tenement,  in  respect  of  it;  in  other 
words,  as  appurtenant  to  it.  The  right  set  out  in  this  plea 
was  one  that  in  its  nature  could  only  be  a  right  in  gross 
— ^the  claim  being  for  the  liberty  by  the  occupiers  of  a 
manor  to  sport  over  lands  not  within  the  manor ;  and  a 
grant  of  such  a  right  coidd  only  operate  (whatever  words 
were  used)  to  create  a  liberty  in  gross  (a). 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  whether  a  rule  shoidd 
be  granted:  and  now 

Pabke,  B.,  said  that  the  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion 

that  a  good  title  was  deduced,  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings, 

to  the  liberty  claimed  by  the  defendants,  and  therefore 

there  must  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


Daniel  Wilkinson  and  Archibald  Wilkinson  v.  Lindo. 

Assumpsit. — ^The  first  count  was  upon  a  policy  of  in-  A  deciaradon 
surance  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  name  and  style  insurance  on 
of  D.  &  A.  Wilkinson,  as  well  in  their  own  name,  as  for  f^°"^e"uU 
and  in  the  name  or  names  of  all  and  every  other  person  or  of  D-  w.  &  A. 

''  ^  W.,  alleged  that 

the  policy  was 
made  by  them  as  well  in  their  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name  of  every  other  person  to  whom 
the  same  did  appertain ;  and  it  averred  that  one  T.  Z.  and  the  plaintiff  A.  W.,  or  one  of  them, 
were  or  was  then,  and  from  thenceforth  until  the  loss,  interested  in  the  goods.  To  this  declar- 
ation the  defendant  pleaded  a  release  by  D.  W.  for  himself  and  his  partner  A.  W.  The  plaintiffs 
replied,  setting  out  on  oyer  the  deed  of  release,  by  the  recital  in  which  it  appeared  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  was  to  release  only  the  sums  set  opposite  their  respective  names  in  the 
schedule  thereto  annexed ;  and  the  declaration  averred,  that  the  money  so  released  was  due 
upon  other  and  different  contracts  than  those  mentioned  in  the  declaration : — Semble,  that  the  re- 
plication was  bad,  as  amounting  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  release  mentioned  in  the  plea. 
HeU,  also,  that  the  plea  was  a  good  answer  to  the  action. 

(a)  See  FliyiU  v.  Thomiu,  10  Ad.  &  £11.  590;  2  P.  &  D.  531. 
VOL.  VII.  O  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  PUai,  persons  to  whom  the  same  did  or  should  appertain^  in  the 
,  ^^'  ^  sum  of  £100,  upon  the  goods  in  the  ship  Glenaladale,  on  a 
Wilkinson  voyage  from  Llanelly  to  Jamaica.  And  the  declaration 
LiNDo.  averred,  that  one  Thomas  Lee,  and  the  plaintiff  A.  Wilkin- 
son, or  one  of  them,  were,  or  was,  then  and  from  thence 
continually  afterwards  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss 
thereinafter  mentioned,  interested  in  the  said  goods  in  the 
said  policy  of  insurance  mentioned,  &c.,  to  the  value  of  the 
monies  by  them  ever  insured  or  caused  to  be  insured 
thereon  :  and  that  the  said  insurance  was  made  for  the  use 
and  benefit  and  on  the  account  of  the  person  or  persons  so 
interested.  The  declaration  then  averred  an  average  Ion 
by  perils  of  the  sea.^  whereby  the  assured  were  obliged  to 
throw  three-fourths  of  the  goods  overboard.  There  were 
also  counts  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  on  an  account  stated  with  the  plaintiffs. 

Plea,  that  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  Daniel  Wilkinson,  by 
his  certain  indenture,  sealed  with  his  seal,  and  now  shewn 
to  the  Court  here,  did  for  himself  and  his  partner  the  said 
other  plaintiff,  Archibald  Wilkinson,  acquit,  release,  and 
for  ever  discharge  the  defendant  of  and  from  the  said 
several  causes  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  each  and 
every  of  them,  as  by  the  said  release,  reference  being  there- 
unto had,  will  fully  appear.     Verification. 

The  replication  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture,  which  was 
set  out  as  follows: — This  indenture  made&c.  between  the  se- 
veral persons  who,  by  themselves,  their  partners,  or  agents, 
shall  execute  these  presents,  being  creditors  of  Elias  Hiam 
Lindo,  of  &c.,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  E.  H. 
Lindo,  of  the  other  part.  Whereas  the  said  E.  H.  Lindo  is 
indebted  to  the  several  other  persons  parties  thereto  in  the 
several  sums  of  money  set  opposite  to  their  respective  names 
in  the  schedule  hereunder  written ;  and  he  hath  by  divers 
losses  and  untoward  circumstances  become  unable  to  pay 
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his  debts  in  full ;  and  whereas  the  several  creditors  of  the  Bxek,  of  Pieoi, 
said  E.  H.  Lindo,  parties  hereto,  have  agreed  to  accept  a     ^      _  * 
composition  of  5«.  in  the  pound  on  the  amount  of  their  re- 
tpectwe  debts,  and  thereupon  to  execute  the  release  to  the 
said  £.  H.  Idndo,  hereinqfter  contained:  and  whereas  the 
said  sum  of  bs.  in  the  pound  hath  been  paid  to  the  several 
creditors  executing  those  presents,  at  or  immediately  be- 
fore their  several  executions  of  the  same,  as  they  the  said 
several  creditors  do  hereby  respectively  admit  and  acknow- 
ledge.    Now  this  indenture  witnesseth,  that  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement,  and  of  the  sum  of  5«.  in  the  pound 
on  the  amount  of  the  debts  due  to  the  said  several  creditors 
of  the  said  Elias  Hiam  lindo,  parties  hereto,  so  respect- 
ively paid  to  them  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  Elias  Hiam 
Lindo,    (the  receipt  whereof  they  the  same  several  cre- 
ditors  do  hereby    respectively    acknowledge),    they  the 
said  several    and    respective  creditors,  who,    by  them- 
ielves  or  the  persons  respectively   authorized  by  them, 
have  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,   or  shall  sign,  seal, 
and  deliver  these  presents,  for  themselves  severally  and 
respectively,  and  for  their  several  and  respective  heirs, 
executors,   and    administrators,   and    their    several    and 
respective  partner  and  partners,  each  and  every  of  them 
for  himself  and  his  own  acts  or  deeds,  heirs,   execu- 
tors and    administrators    only,    and    for  the    acts    and 
deeds  of  his  partner  or  partners  only,  have,  and  each 
and  every  of  them  hath  acquitted,  released,  and  for  ever 
discharged,  and  by  these  presents  do,  and  each  and  every 
of  them  doth  acquit,  release,  and  for  ever  dischai^e  the 
said  Elias  Hiam  Lindo,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, of  and  from  all  and  all  manner  of  actions,  suits, 
causes  of  action  and  suit,  bills,  bonds,  writings,  obligations, 
debts,  dues,  duties,  accounts,  sum  and  sums  of  money, 
judgments,  extents,  executions,  trespasses,  losses  or  claims 
on  policies  of  insurance,  trusts,  claims,  and  demands  what- 
soever^ both  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  otherwise  howsoever, 

o  2 
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itek.  tf  PkM,  which  they  the  said  creditors^  or  any  of  them,  or  their  or 
.  ^^'  .  any  of  their  hein,  executors,  or  administrators,  either  sc- 
WiLUNfOK  parately  firom,  or  in  conjunction  with  their  or  any  of  their 
LiMDo.  partner  or  partners,  now  have  or  hath,  or  hereafter  shall 
or  may  have,  challenge,  claim,  or  demand  upon,  from,  or 
against  the  said  £.  H.  Lindo,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  ad- 
ministrators, or  his  estates  or  effects,  or  any  part  thereof, 
for  or  by  reason  or  on  account  of  all  and  every  or  any  of 
the  debts  or  stuns  or  sum  of  money  to  them  the  said  cre- 
ditors, parties  hereto,  or  any  of  them,  either  separately 
firom  or  in  conjunction  with  their  or  any  of  their  partner 
or  partners,  due  and  owing  firom  and  payable  by  the  said 
Elias  Hiam  Lindo,  or  any  interest,  exchange,  or  commis- 
sion due  or  demandable  for  the  same,  or  for  or  by  reason 
or  on  account  of  any  other  matter,  cause,  or  thing  whatso- 
ever, in  respect  of  the  said  debts,  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or 
any  part  thereofl    In  witness  whereof,  &c. 

The  replication  then  set  forth  the  schedide  at  the  bottom 
of  the  deed,  which  contained,  amongst  others,  the  follow- 
ing signature  : — "  Daniel  Wilkinson,  for  self  and  partner, 
d689  15«.  4rf/': — and  then  proceeded  as  follows: — ''which 
being  read  and  heard,  the  plaintiffs,  for  replication  in  this 
behalf,  say,  that  the  sum  of  d£89  lbs.  4od.  set  opposite  to 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  Daniel  Wilkinson,  in  the  sche- 
dide under  the  said  indenture  written,  was  a  sum  of  mo- 
ney wholly  distinct  and  different  firom  any  of  the  sums  of 
money  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  was  due  firom  the 
defendant  for  and  in  respect  of  certain  dealings  and  con- 
tracts wholly  distinct  and  different  firom  the  said  contracts 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned;  and  that  the  said  mo- 
nies, sought  to  be  recovered  by  this  action,  were  not,  nor 
was  any  part  thereof,  included,  or  meant  by  the  plaintiflPs  or 
by  the  defendant  to  be  included,  in  the  sum  of  i£89  15«.  4d, 
or  in  the  said  release;  nor  was  the  sum  of  5«.  in  the  pound, 
or  any  composition  or  sum,  ever  paid  or  agreed  to  be  paid, 
to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  be  accepted  by  them,  for  or  in  re- 
spect of  the  monies  due  and  payable  by  and  firom  the  de- 
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fendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  Sjtek.  of  PUat, 
in  the  declaration  mentioned/'     Verification.  1^^* 

Special  demnrrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  said    Wilkinsok 
indenture  set  out  on  oyer  is  a  release  of  the  said  causes       lindo. 
of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  and  also  that  the 
averments  in  the  said  replication  are  an  argumentative 
and  indirect  denial  of  the  averment  in  the  plea,  viz. 
that  the  plaintiff,   Daniel  Wilkinson,  had  released  the 
defendant  firom  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  whereas,  by  the  rules  of  law,  the  said  averment 
should  have  been  directly  and  expressly  traversed  and  de- 
nied.    And  also  for  that  the  said  replication  is  double 
and  multifarious,  and  avers  several  matters,  upon  not  one 
of  which  singly  the  defendant  coidd  have  safely  taken 
issue;  and  also  for  that  the  said  replication  tends  to  an  im- 
proper and  unnecessary  length  of  pleading. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  plaintiffs'  points  for  argument  were  as  follows : — 
The  plaintiffs  will  argue  that  the  plea  is  bad;  because  the 
deed  set  out  on  oyer  does  not  release  the  causes  of  action 
mentioned  in  the  declaration,  inasmuch  as  the  words  of 
release  are  controlled  by  the  recital,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
tended to  the  sum  payable  on  the  policy  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  the  interest  in  which  was  not  in  the  party  ex- 
ecuting the  release. 

Martinj  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  replication 
is  bad,  as  being  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  aver- 
ment in  the  plea,  that  the  causes  of  action  were  released. 
The  plaintiffs  shoidd  not  have  gone  on  to  deny  argumenta- 
tively  that  the  causes  of  action  were  released,  but  should 
have  said  so  at  once  in  distinct  terms.  —  He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court,  who  called  upon 

R.  V.  Richards,  contra. — ^The  replication  is  good,  and 
the  plea  bad.  The  recitals  in  the  composition-deed  shew 
what  the  release  was  intended  to  comprehend.    This  form 
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SmcIL  rf  PUatt  of  replication  was  adopted  in  Payler  v.  Homersham  {a),  and 
^  1840.  ^  jjq|.  disapproved  of.  Lord  Ellenborough  there  says  : — "I  do 
WiLxiiisoii  not  find  that  Lord  Holt,  when  he  denied  the  authority  of 
Lf MDo.  the  case  from  Hollas  Abr.,  denied  also  the  position  of  Gre* 
garyy  J,,  that  the  general  words  of  a  release  may  be  re- 
strained by  the  particular  recital.  Common  sense  requires 
that  it  should  be  so ;  and  in  order  to  construe  any  instru- 
ment truly,  you  must  have  regard  to  all  its  parts^  and 
most  especially  to  the  particular  words  of  it.''  Looking 
at  this  deed,  it  applies  only  to  the  particular  debts  which 
are  inserted  against  the  seal  of  the  particular  creditors, 
and  not  generally.  That  could  not  have  been  shewn  ex- 
cept by  an  averment  setting  forth  the  deed.  Payler  y. 
Homersham  was  recognised  in  Simons  v.  Johnson  {b).  There 
Lord  Tenierden  says : — "  It  appears  to  me,  that  Payler  v. 
Homersham  is  well  founded  in  law  and  common  sense,  and 
is  not  distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  It  is  said,  we 
must  look  to  the  recital  of  the  release,  and  find  something 
there  sufficient  to  confine  the  efiect  of  the  general  words. 
If  I  do  so  here,  I  find  this  was  intended  to  operate  as  a 
qualified  release.''  The  same  view  was  adopted  by  the  other 
Judges.  Solly  v.  Forbes  {c)  is  an  authority  to  the  same 
effect.  [Parke,  B. — ^You  might  have  traversed  the  fact 
alleged  in  the  plea,  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  released  the 
causes  of  action  for  himself  and  his  partner,  without 
setting  out  the  release  on  oyer.  You  do  not  either  tra- 
verse, or  confess  and  avoid,  the  allegation  in  the  plea  that 
D.  Wilkinson  released.  You  may  amend,  and  traverse  the 
release] .  Then,  secondly,  the  plea  is  bad.  It  does  not 
appear  from  the  declaration,  that  the  interest  was  in  Wil- 
kinson, and  therefore  the  release  by  him  would  not  extin- 
guish the  debt.  It  is  only  stated,  that  Thos.  Lee  and 
the  plaintiff  A.  Wilkinson,  or  one  of  them,  was  interested* 
The  interest  may  have  been  in  Lee  only.  [Parke,  B. — 
Would  not  the  release  by  Wilkinson  put  an   end  to 

a)  4  M.  &  Selw.  423.  (6)  3  a  &  Adol.  175.  (c)  2  B.  &  B.  38. 
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the  contract^  on  the  action  being  bronght  in  his  name?  Egeh.  of  PUmt, 
Gibson  v.  Winter  (a)  seems  to  me  an   authority  that  it     ,    ^^^'  , 
would.     The  matter  was  there  a  good  deal  considered^     Wilkinsoh 
and  it  was  held^  that  whatever  constitutes  an  answer  to        lindo. 
the  demand  for  which  an  action  is  brought^  as  against 
the  plaintiff  on  the  record^  is  a  bar  to  the  action,  al- 
though brought  for  the  benefit  of  others^  who  have  no 
mode  of  enforcing  their  claim  except  by  suing  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff.    It  is  quite  enough  if  Wilkinson 
could  not  sue  on  account  of  there  being  a  release.] 

Richards  then  prayed  and  obtained 

Leave  to  amend,  on  payment  of  costs. 

(a)  2  Nev.  &  Man.  737 ;  5  B.  &  AdoL  96. 


The  Earl  or  Habborouoh  v.  Shabdlow  (a). 

1  ROVER  for  timber  and  other  trees,  &c.    Fleas,  first,  not  Where  a  caul 
guilty;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  as  of  one  clause,  that 
his  own  property  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declar-  ^^Jjdhave** 
ation  mentioned:  on  which  issues  were  joined.     At  the  heenwtoutand 

Mcertamed  for 

trial  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  making  the 
county  of  Rutland,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows: —  ihoui'd  be  lawful 
The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  considerable  estates  in  the  **f  •"  P«"on« 

'^  sf  lied  or  pot- 

parishes  of  Stapleford,  Saxby,  and  Wymondham,  in  the  wtied  of  or 
county  of  Leicester,  and  resides  at  his  mansion  in  Staple-  such  lands,  to 
ford  Park.    The  Oakham  Canal,  which  was  made  in  the  J^SJ^^  ^°'^. 
year  1794,  under  the  powers  given  by  the  33  Geo.  3,  c.  103,  ^«y  **>«™  ^ 

the  canal  com- 
pany, and  that 
all  such  contracts,  sales,  and  assurances  should  be  valid  and  effectual  in  law,  and  all  such  con- 
tracts, ftc  should  be  made  at  the  expense  of  the  company,  and  enrolled  with  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  and  copies  thereof,  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  should  be  evidence:  and  a  subsequent 
daose  enacted,  tliat  upon  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  be  contracted  or 
agreed  for  between  the  parties,  or  determined  and  adjusted  by  the  commissioners,  or  aisessed 
by  a  jury,  in  manner  tkerein'before  mentioned,  the  lands  should  be  vested  in  the  company:— 
Held,  that,  by  reference  to  the  former  clause,  the  contract,  in  order  to  vest  the  lands  in  the 
company,  must  be  in  writing  ;  and  that,  therefore,  proof  of  payment  by  the  company,  for  pas* 
ticular  lands  identified  in  evidence,  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  title  in  the  company. 

(a)  This  caae  was  decided  in  Trinity  Tenn,  but  the  report  of  it  ha» 
been  unaToidably  postponed. 
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Earl  of 
Harborouoh 

9. 

Shardlow. 


Exeh.  of  PUas,  runs  through  his  lordship's  lands  in  Saxby  and  "W3na[iond- 
^°^"'  ham,  and  the  towing-path  was  originally  constmcted  on 
the  west  side  of  the  canal,  on  the  same  side  as  his  mansion 
and  park.  In  the  year  1830  the  plaintiff  enlarged  his 
park,  taking  into  it  several  inclosures  in  Saxby  and  Wy- 
mondham,  and  extended.it  to  the  canal.  He  at  that  time 
prevailed  upon  the  canal  company  to  allow  him  to  change 
the  towing-path  from  the  west  to  the  east  side  of  the  canal, 
and  he  made  his  park  paling  nearly  close  to  the  edge  of 
the  canal,  on  the  west  side  of  it,  leaving,  however,  a  small 
slip  of  land  between  the  paling  and  the  water,  on  which 
several  trees  and  shrubs  afterwards  sprung  up.  Some  of 
these  were,  in  April  1840,  cut  down  and  carried  away  by 
the  defendant,  by  the  direction  of  the  canal  company,  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  likely  to  produce  injury  to  the 
navigation  of  the  canal ;  for  which  this  action  was  brought. 
On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  evidence  was  given  of  the 
payment  by  the  company  of  the  purchase-money  for  the 
lands  taken  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  canal 
and  the  original  towing-path,  on  the  site  of  which  the 
trees  were  growing,  and  the  receipts  given  to  them  by 
the  plaintiff's  father  for  the  land  in  question  were  put  in. 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  summing  up,  expressed  his 
opinion,  first,  that  upon  payment  of  the  money  to  the 
owners  of  the  land,  the  land  vested  in  the  company ;  and 
secondly,  that  the  change  of  the  towing-path  from  the 
western  to  the  eastern  side  of  the  canal  did  not  affect  their 
right.     The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant. 


Hill  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection,  referring  particularly  to  the  31st  and  47th 
sections  of  the  Canal  Act,  33  Geo.  3,  c.  103  {a) ;  and  con- 


(a)  Sect.  31  enacts,  "  That  after 
any  land,  ground,  or  other  heredita- 
ment, shall  be  set  out  and  ascertain- 
ed for  making  the  said  intended  ca- 


nal, &c,f  it  shall  be  lawful  for  all  bo- 
dies politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate, 
&c.,&c.,  and  for  all  and  every  other 
person  and  persons  whomtoever, 
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tending,  also,  that  the  simple  possession  of  the  plaintiff  Exeh.  €f  pieas, 
since  the  change  of  the  towing-path  was  sufficient  to  enti- 
tle him  to  maintain  this  action. 


1840. 


who  are  or  shall  he  seised,  possess- 
ed of,  or  interested  in  any  lands, 
grounds,  or  other  hereditaments, 
which  shall  he  so  set  out  and  ascer- 
tained as  aforesaid,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  contract  for,  sell,  and 
convey  to  the  said  company  of  pro- 
prietora,  all  or  any  part  of  such 
lands,  &c. ;  and  that  all  such  con- 
tracts, agreements,  sales,  exchanges, 
and  asnrances  shall  he  valid  and 
e£fectaal  in  law  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever,  any  law, 
usBge^  or  custom  to  the  contrary 
thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding, 
&c,  &c. ;  and  all  such  contracts, 
agreements,  sales,  exchanges,  con- 
veyances, and  assurances  so  to 
be  made  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
made  at  the  expense  of  the  said 
company  of  proprietors,  and  in- 
rolled  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  the  county  in  which  such  lands, 
&c.y  shall  respectively  lie,  and  co- 
pies thereof,  signed  by  such  clerk 
of  the  peace,  purporting  the  same 
to  be  true  copies,  shall  be  al- 
bwed  to  be  good  evidence  in  alt 
courts  whatsoever;  for  which  inrol- 
ment,  as  a  copy  thereof,  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  shall  receive  the  sum 
of  4d.,  and  no  more,  for  every  one 
hundred  words,  and  so  in  propor- 
tion for  any  less  number  of  words." 
Sect.  41  enables  the  commission- 
ers, or  any  five  or  more  of  them, 
by  writing  under  their  hands  and 
seals,  with  consent  of  the  parties, 
to  determine  and  adjust  what  sum 
or  sums  of  money  shall  be  paid  by 
the  company,  either  by  an  annual 


rent  or  in  gross,  for  the  purchase 
of  the  lands  or  grounds  which  shall 
be  set  out  and  ascertained  for  mak- 
ing the  canal,  &c.:  and  upon  their 
refusal  to  treat  accordingly,  &c., 
empowers  the  commissioners  to  is- 
sue a  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  to  summon  a  jury  to  assess 
the  sums  or  rent  to  be  paid,  &c., 
&c.  [in  the  usual  terms]. 

Sect.  47  enacts,  **  That  upon  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  or  sums  of  mo^ 
ney  or  annual  rent,  as  shall  be 
contracted  or  agreed  for  between 
the  parties,  or  determined  and  ad- 
justed by  the  said  commissioners, 
or  any  five  or  more  of  them,  or 
assessed  by  such  juries,  in  manner 
hereinbefore  respeciivefy  mentioned, 
for  the  purchase  of  any  such  lands, 
&c.,  to  the  owner  or  owners  there- 
of, or  other  person  or  persons  enti- 
tled to  receive  such  monies  or  rent 
respectively,  or  legal  tender  there- 
of made  to  such  owner  or  owners, 
&c.,  at  any  time  afler  the  same 
shall  have  been  so  agreed  for,  de- 
termined, or  assessed,  &c.,  such 
lands  &c.  and  the  fee  simple  and 
inheritance  thereof  respectively, 
shall  from  thenceforth  be  vested  in 
and  become  the  sole  property  of 
the  said  company  of  proprietors, 
their  successors  or  assigns,  to  and 
for  the  use  of  the  said  navigation 
for  ever;  and  immediately  there- 
upon, but  not  before,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  them,  their  agents,  work- 
men, and  servants,  to  enter  upon 
the  same,  and  to  dig,  cut,  trench,'" 
&c.,  &c. 


EAaL  OF 

Harborouqh 

V. 

Shardlgw. 
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Ejceh.  qf  Pleas,      Adams,  Seijt.  and  Humfrey  appeared  to  shew  cause^  but 

^    ^^^*  .    upon  the  report  of  the  learned  judge  being  read^  the  Court 

Earl  of      called  on 
Harborouqh 


9. 

Shardlow. 


HiU  (with  whom  was  MeUor)  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
It  cannot  be  said^  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case^ 
that  the  company  had  a  possession  for  twenty  years 
before  action  brought^  of  the  slip  of  land  in  question.  There 
was  no  proof  that^  since  the  change  of  the  towing-path^  they 
had  done  any  act  on  the  west  bank.  When  the  main 
part  of  the  land  was  inclosed  by  the  plaintiff^  this^  which 
is  a  portion  of  the  same  property^  must  be  deemed  to  have 
followed  the  possession  of  the  former.  Then^  no  title  was 
shewn  in  the  canal  company^  by  mere  proof  of  payment 
of  the  purchase-money^  and  production  of  the  receipts. 
The  31st  section  of  the  act  manifestly  requires  a  transfer  in 
writing  of  the  purchased  lands  to  the  company;  for  it  speaks 
of  its  being  enrolled  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace^  and  of  copies 
of  it  being  evidence :  and  the  47th  section  only  vests  the 
land  in  the  company^  on  payment  of  such  sums  as  shall  be 
contracted  for  in  the  manner  therein  before  mentioned,  i.  e.,  by 
writing  according  to  sect.  31 .  This  was  the  construction  put 
upon  the  clauses  of  another  act  framed  in  precisely  the  same 
words,  in  Doe d.  Robins  v.  Warwick  Canal  Company  ( a ).  If 
there  be  any  ambiguity  in  the  act,  it  must  be  construed 
strictly  against  the  company,  it  being  their  own  language, 
and  their  duty,  as  against  the  public,  to  make  it  explicit; 
especially  when  a  contrary  construction  would  be  arepeal  pro 
tanto  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  statute  may  not  render 
all  the  formal  conveyances  necessary  which  would  be  required 
in  an  ordinary  case,  but  there  must  be  a  contract  in  writing. 
In  all  the  three  cases  referred  to  in  the  47th  section,  viz. 
1st,  the  case  of  a  direct  contract  with  the  landowner;  2nd, 
the  adjustment  of  differences  by  the  commissioners  or  five 
of  them ;  and,  3rd,  the  assessment  of  the  purchase-money 

(o)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  483;  2  Scott,  7. 
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by  a  yoTj,  the  legislature  has  carefully  provided  that  there  Bxeh.  of  PUa$p 
shoidd  be  a  writing,  such  as  should  be  capable  of  being     ^  1840. 
made  evidence.  Earl  of 

Harborouoh 

Pabkjb,  B. — ^I  think  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  Shardlow. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  the  case  was  correctly  left 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  to  the  jury.  The  question  left  to 
them  was^  whether  the  payments  proved  by  the  defendant 
were  payments  made  in  respect  of  the  land  in  question, 
contracted  for  by  the  company  with  Lord  Harborough,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act  of  Parliament ;  and  his  Lordship 
expressed  his  opinion,  that  if  they  were,  that  was  sufficient 
to  vest  the  land  in  the  company.  The  question  whether 
there  had  been  possession  by  them  for  20  or  for  40  years, 
was  not  left  to  the  jury;  if  it  had,  and  the  jury  had 
found  that  there  had  been  an  occupation  for  twenty 
years  before  the  conmiencement  of  the  action,  the  verdict 
might  have  been  supported.  I  think  the  direction  was  not 
correct;  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  title  in  the 
company,  to  shew  payment  in  respect  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, supposing  it  identified :  but  that,  in  order  to  convey  a 
title  under  the  47th  section  of  the  act,  there  must  be  either 
payment  for  land  contracted  for  in  writing,  or  payment  of 
the  sums  determined  and  adjusted  by  the  commissioners  or 
fi?e  of  them,  or  of  the  value  assessed  by  a  jury,  in  the  man- 
ner thereinbefore  mentioned.  [His  Lordship  read  sect.  47.] 
We  are  then  to  look  to  the  prior  sections  of  the  act,  to  see 
what  description  of  contract  it  is  to  which  the  provisions 
of  the  47th  section  apply.  That  is  provided  for  by  sect.  31. 
[His  Lordship  read  that  section] . 

The  words  of  this  section  clearly  shew  that  the  contract 
referred  to  is  a  contract  in  writing,  which  would  define 
the  precise  lands  included  in  it,  and  leave  no  doubt,  when 
produced  in  eyidence,  what  the  payment  would  refer  to. 
It  was  not,  however,  left  to  the  jury  whether  there  had 
been  such  a  contract,  but  it  was  assumed  by  the  learned 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  Jadge^  that  if  the  payment  was  made  for  this  land  among 
1840^^^     others,  the  case  was  within  sect.  47.     K  there  were  a  con- 
Earl  op       tract  in  writings  the  identity  of  the  lands  would  appear  firom 
^  the  writing,  as  it  would  also  from  the  adjudication  of  the 

Shardlow.  commissioners  in  writing,  or  from  the  inqiusition  of  the 
sheriff.  I  think,  therefore,  that  to  vest  a  title  in  the 
company,  otherwise  than  by  actual  conveyance,  there 
must  have  been  pajrment  for  lands  contracted  for  in 
writing,  or  the  price  of  which  was  adjusted  by  the  com- 
missioners in  writing,  or  the  value  of  which  was  found  by 
a  jury  in  writing.  This  construction  entirely  agrees  with 
the  view  taken  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  a  similar 
act.  Doe  d.  Robins  v.  Warwick  Canal  Co.,  which  appears  to 
me  to  be  perfectly  correct.  The  Court  in  that  case  thought 
that  there  was  evidence  to  shew,  firom  the  acts  of  the  par- 
ties, that  payment  was  so  made,  and  therefore  sent  the 
case  down  to  a  new  trial.  There  may  perhaps  be  such 
evidence  in  this  case  also ;  but  that  question  has  not  been 
left  to  the  jury.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolute  for  i 
new  trial. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  clause 
on  which  the  Court  decided  in  Doe  d,  Robins  v.  Warwick 
Canal  Co.,  was  exactly  the  same  as  in  this  case.  No  doubt 
a  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  47th  section  will 
have  the  effect  of  giving  the  company  a  title;  but  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  is  a  compliance  with  them?  It  is  this — ^pay- 
ment imder  a  contract,  which  by  s«H:.  31  must  be  in  writing, 
or  of  the  sum  adjusted  by  the  commissioners  in  writing,  or 
of  the  sum  assessed  by  the  jury.  The  first  writing  therein 
mentioned  is  the  contract,  which  is  to  be  enrolled;  the  se- 
cond, the  adjustment  by  the  conmiissioners,  is  to  be  under 
their  hands  and  seals;  then  there  is  a  third  case,  of  persons 
who  refuse  or  are  unable  from  various  circumstances  to 
contract :  in  which  case,  a  jury  are  to  be  summoned,  and 
are  to  assess  the  value,  and,  by  necessary  implication,  to 
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state  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  the  payment  is  to  be  made,  Bxeh,  of  PUat, 
which  also  must  be  done  in  writing.     It  is  not  necessary    ^   ^^^*  ^ 
that  there  should  be  an  actual  conveyance,  in  order  to  vest      Earl  of 
the  lands  in  the  company;  but  there  must  be  payment  under 
one  or  other  of  these  matters  so  required  to  be  in  writing. 

GuBNET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bide  absolute. 


0. 

Shardlow. 


Beilby  V.  ScOTT. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt,  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  Where  a  penon 

the  York  Spring  Assizes,  1840,  when  a  verdict  was  found  course  of  a  ship, 

for  the  plaintiflF— debt  £21,  damages  1*.,— subject  to  the  ^"/„l;^"em%f 

opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case : —  *»«'  ^o'  *^«  P»*'- 

po«*  o^  direct- 

The  declaration  was  founded  on  the  70th  section  of  the  ing  her  in  that 

General  Pilot  Act,  stat.  6,  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  and  stated,  that  a  the'charge  or  ^ 

vessel,  called  the  Good  Intent,  navigating  in  a  public  navi-  J°^"**^^fh^* 

gable  river,  the  Humber,  and  within  the  limits  of  the  juris-  the  meaning  of 

''  the  6  Geo.  4, 

diction  of  the  corporation  of  the  guild  or  brotherhood,  c.  125,  s.  70. 

masters,  and  pilots,  and  seamen  of  the  Trinity  House,  in  a  shifts  not,** 

Kingston-upon-Hull,  one  George  ShetlifiFe,  a  pilot  under  Y^!d*b  ^h*'t 

the  jurisdiction  of  that  corporation,  and  duly  licensed  and  section  from 

qualified,  being,  as  well  as  the  vessel,  within  the  limits  of  moving  power, 

his  license  and  the  extent  of  his  qualification,  duly  offered  JJIjam'orother' 

to  take  charge  of  the  said  vessel,  whereof  the  defendant  had  vo^"  hwifidt 

^  used  as  a  mov- 

notice,  but  that  the  defendant  continued  in  the  charge  of  ing  power,  if 
the  said  vessel,  he  neither  being  a  licensed  pilot,  nor  licensed  applying  such 
to  act  as  a  pilot  within  the  limits  in  which  the  vessel  then  ^y  Ycvoiv^eT' 
was,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  whereby  an  action  *«  selection  of 

course,  and  the 
charge  or  conduct  of  her  in  that  course. 

The  penalty  imposed  by  the  70th  section  of  the  Pilot  Act  may  be  sued  for  by  a  common  infor- 
mer, and  is  within  the  second  head  of  the  76th  section.  The  consent  of  the  Trinity  House  or 
Lord  Warden  is  necessary  only  in  the  case  of  pilots  licensed  by  them ;  but  their  content  is  not 
required  with  reference  to  pilots  not  within  their  jurisdiction. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  l^&d  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  to  demand  a  sum  not  exceed- 
.    ^^^'  .     ing  j650,  nor  less  than  £20 ;  one-third  thereof  to  go  to  the 
Beilbt       plaintiff/ and  the  remainder  to  be  applied  to  the  purposes 
Scott.        mentioned  in  the  statute. 

The  defendant  pleaded  nil  debet. 

At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  a  coasting  vessel,  called  the 
Good  Intent,  then  employed  in  the  coasting  trade  of  Great 
Britain,  was,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1839,  navigating  in 
the  river  Humber,  a  pubUc  navigable  river,  and  within  the 
limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  corporation  of  the  Trinity 
House  of  Hull — the  corporation  mentioned  in  the  decla- 
ration and  in  the  General  Pilot  Act — for  the  purpose  of 
proceeding  up  that  river  to  Goole ;  and  that  whilst  there, 
George  Shetliffe,  the  pilot  duly  qualified  and  licensed  by 
that  corporation  to  pilot  vessels  to  Goole,  within  the  limits 
of  his  license  and  the  extent  of  his  qualification  therein 
expressed,  boarded  the  Good  Intent,  and  duly  tendered  his 
services  to  pilot  the  vessel  up  the  river,  which  were  rejected 
by  the  master  of  the  vessel :  that  during  the  time  that 
Shetliffe  was  on  board,  a  steam-tug,  commanded  by  the 
defendant,  came  up,  when  Shetliffe  exhibited  his  license  to 
him,  the  defendant,  and,  in  the  hearing  of  both  the  defend- 
ant and  the  master  of  the  Good  Intent,  said,  '^  I  am  a  pilot ; 
I  have  tendered  my  services,  which  have  been  rejected,  and 
if  you  (Mr.  Scott)  take  the  vessel  up,  I  shall  enter  an  action 
against  you  :**  on  which  the  defendant  said  that  he  did 
not  care,  and  got  a  tow-rope  fastened  &om  his  steam-tug 
to  the  GkK)d  Intent,  and  proceeded  to  tow  her  up  the  river, 
and  did  so,  to  Goole ;  that  the  defendant  selected  the  course 
by  which  the  Good  Intent  and  the  steam-tug  went  up  the 
river  to  Goole,  acting  on  his  own  judgment,  and  receiving 
no  orders  firom  the  master  of  the  Good  Intent :  that  on  the 
next  preceding  and  the  next  subsequent  voyage  up  the 
Humber  to  Goole  aforesaid,  the  same  master  of  the  same 
vessel,  the  Good  Intent,  took  a  licensed  pilot  of  the  same 
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class  with  Shetliffe.     The  ordinary  employment  of  the  ExcH,  of  PUat, 
steam-tug  was  towing  vessels  up  and  down  the  river,  and     ^   ^^^'  ^ 
she  had  been  bon&  fide  hired  by  the  master  of  the  Grood        Bbilbt 
Intent  for  the  purpose  of  towing  the  latter  vessel  up  the        scott. 
river,  before  the  pilot  came  on  board. 

Thereupon  it  was  agreed  that  the  jury  should  find  for 
the  plaintifl^,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court;  the 
Court  to  draw  any  inference  which,  in  their  judgment,  the 
jury  ought  to  draw  from  the  above  facts,  and  to  have  every 
power  of  amendment  that  the  Judge  had  on  the  trial,  and 
in  other  respects  the  defendant  to  have  the  advantage  of 
anything  arising  on  the  pleadings.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, the  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are — 

First — ^Whether  the  defendant  had  the  charge  or  conduct 
of  the  Gkx>d  Intent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Pilot  Act, 
6  Oeo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  70. 

Secondly — ^Whether,  the  Good  Intent  being  a  coasting 
vessel,  employed  at  the  time  in  the  coasting  trade,  any  pe- 
nalty was  incurred. 

Thirdly — ^Whether  the  plaintifi^,  who  sues  qui  tam,  has  a 
r^ht  to  maintain  the  present  action  under  the  above- 
mentioned  statutes. 

Fourthly — ^Whether  the  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested. 

The  points  for  argument  were  as  follow : — 

The  plaintiff  contends,  that  he  has  a  right  to  recover 
imder  the  general  Pilot  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  70,  and  that 
the  defendant  has  rendered  himself  liable  to  the  penalty 
therein  mentioned,  and  that  the  objections  taken  to  the 
declaration  are  not  valid. 

It  will  be  argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  first,  that 
the  bona  fide  towing  of  a  vessel  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
the  employment  of  a  steam-tug,  is  not  the  having  of  the 
charge  or  conduct  of  a  vessel,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
70th  section  of  the  Pilot  Act. 

2ndly.  That  the  Gk>od  Intent  being  a  coasting  vessel,  no 
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ExeK  of  PUat,  penalty  could  be  incurred  by  virtue  of  the  statute  2  &  8 
1840.         ^iu,  4^  c.  105. 

3rdly.  That  there  is  no  authority  given  by  the  statute 
to  a  common  informer  to  sue  in  the  Courts  of  Westmin- 
ster, or,  at  all  events,  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
corporation  of  the  Trinity  House,  or  Lord  Warden,  &c. 
See  sections  76  and  77. 

4thly.  That  the  declaration  is  bad  upon  the  face  of  it,  it 
not  being  alleged  that  the  proceeding  is  taken  with  the 
consent  of  the  corporation  of  the  Trinity  House,  or  Lord 
Warden,  &c. 


Cowling,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  first  question  is,  whether 
the  defendant  had  the  charge  or  conduct  of  the  ship  called 
the  Good  Intent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  70th  section  of 
the  Pilot  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125;  and  it  is  submitted  that  he 
had.  The  words  are,  ''That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  licensed 
pilot,  within  the  limits  of  his  license,  and  the  extent  of  his 
qualification  therein  expressed,  to  supersede  in  the  charge  of 
any  ship  or  vessel  any  person  not  licensed  to  act  as  a  pilot, 
or  not  licensed  to  act  within  such  limits,  or  acting  beyond 
the  extent  of  his  qualification;  and  every  person  assuming 
or  continuing  to  act  in  the  charge  or  conduct  of  any  ship  or 
vessel,  without  being  a  duly  licensed  pilot,  or  without  being 
duly  licensed  to  act  as  a  pilot  within  the  limits  in  which 
such  ship  or  vessel  shall  actually  be,  or  beyond  the  extent  of 
his  qualification,  as  expressed  in  his  license,  after  any  pilot, 
duly  licensed  and  qualified  to  act  in  the  premises,  shall 
have  offered  to  take  charge  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  shall 
forfeit  for  every  such  offence  a  sum  not  exceeding  J650,  nor 
less  than  £20.^'  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  ''  acting 
in  the  charge  or  conduct  of  any  ship  or  vessel?*'  They 
clearly  must  mean  to  apply  to  the  guiding  or  directing  of  the 
course  of  the  vessel.  And  the  other  sections  of  the  act  shew 
this  to  be  the  meaning.    The  1st  section  recites,  that  the 
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corporatioii  of  the  Trinity  House  have,  as  well  by  usage  for  Etch,  of  Piea», 
centuries  as  by  grants  from  the  Crown,  ''pilots,  leadsmen,  ^ 

or  guides ''  to  conduct  vessels  within  certain  limits ;  and  Bbilbt 
the  2nd  section  enacts,  that  the  Trinity  House  shall  ap-  Scott. 
point  fit  and  competent  persons  duly  skilled  to  act  as 
pilots,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  all  ships  and  vessels 
sailing,  navigating,  and  passing  on  the  river  Thames.  The 
terms,  ''loadsmen  and  guides, '^  are  there  used  as  synony- 
mous with  pilots.  From  the  language  of  these  sections,  it 
appears  that  the  legislature,  using  the  term  ''pilot,'^  means 
the  person  having  the  guidance  and  direction  of  the  vessel. 
A  pilot  might  be  employed  to  direct  the  course  of  the  ves- 
sel, although  a  steam-tug  is  employed  as  a  moving  power. 
Here  the  case  expressly  states,  that  the  defendant  selected 
the  course  of  both  vessels  of  his  own  judgment.  In  the  case 
of  a  boat  on  a  canal,  the  horse  moves  the  boat,  but  the 
person  at  the  helm  guides  it.  It  does  not  appear  whether 
the  steam* tug  was  before  or  by  the  side  of  the  vessel; 
hut  in  either  case,  if  the  defendant  assumed  the  guidance 
and  direction  of  the  tug,  he  is  in  charge  of  the  ship  within 
the  meaning  of  the  70th  section,  and  liable  to  the  penalty. 

The  vessel  is  stated  to  be  a  coasting  vessel,  and  the  next 
question  is,  whether  she  is  not  exempt  by  the  59th  section, 
which  provides,  that  the  master  of  any  ship  or  vessel  em- 
ployed in  the  regular  coasting  trade  of  the  kingdom,  may 
lawfully  pilot  the  same,  without  being  subject  to  any  of 
the  penalties  by  that  act  imposed,  so  long  as  he  shall  con- 
duct or  pilot  the  same  without  the  assistance  of  any 
mHcensed  pilot,  or  any  other  person  than  the  ordinary 
crew  of  the  vessel.  [Alderson^  B. — ^That  is  the  same  ques- 
tion as  the  first.  Parke,  B. — ^The  master  of  a  coasting 
Tessel  is  not  bound  to  employ  any  one  to  conduct  the  vessel; 
but  he  may  do  so,  and  if  he  does,  it  must  be  a  person  duly 
licensed  to  act  as  a  pilot.] 

Then  the  third  question  is,  whether  the  penalty  can  be 

VOL.  VII.  H  M.  w. 
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B*eM.  of  piMgf  sued  for  by  a  common  informer^  and  it  seems  clear  tliat 
1840.  Yie  is  the  proper  party  to  sue.  The  76th  section  enacts, 
that  ''all  fines,  penalties,  or  forfeitures  hereinbefore  or 
hereinafter  imposed  by  this  act,  or  by  any  of  the  by- 
laws, rules,  orders,  regulations,  or  ordinances  hereby  di- 
rected to  remain  in  force,  or  hereafter  to  be  made  under 
the  authority  of  this  act,  which  shall  exceed  the  sum 
of  £iO,  (the  manner  of  leTying  whereof  shall  not  by  this 
act  be  otherwise  expressly  provided  for,)  and  likewise  all 
fines,  penalties,  or  forfeitures  imposed  as  aforesaid,  (the 
manner  of  levying  which  shall  not  be  otherwise  expressly 
provided  for),  in  cases  where,  the  lowest  penalty  not 
being  greater  than  £20,  and  the  largest  penalty  reco- 
verable being  greater  than  £2(^  the  party  prosecuting  shall 
proceed  in  respect  thereof  for  a  sum  greater  than  £20, 
with  the  written  consent  of  the  corporation  of  Trinity 
House  of  Deptford  Strond,  or  of  the  said  lord  warden,  or 
his  lieutenant  for  the  time  being,  respectively,  {as  ike 
case  may  be,)  shall  and  may  be  recovered  with  full  costs  of 
suit,  by  action  of  debt,  plaint,  bill,  or  information  in  any 
of  his  Majesty's  courts  of  Record  at  Westminster,  to  be 
commenced  within  twelve  months  after  such  offence  or  of- 
fences shall  be  committed,  or  within  such  other  time  as  is 
hereinafter  in  that  behalf  directed.''  The  part  of  this  sec- 
tion which  speaks  of  suing  with  consent,  refers  to  the  58th 
section,  which  provides  that  the  master  of  a  vessel  shall  for- 
feit double  the  sum  demandable  for  pilotage,  and  an  addi* 
tioxud  penalty  of  jE5  for  every  fifty  tons  burthen,  if  the  cor- 
poration of  the  Trinity  House,  as  to  cases  in  which  pilots  li- 
censed by  them  are  concerned,  or  the  lord  warden  for  the 
time  being,  or  his  lieutenant,  as  to  cases  in  whidi  the 
Cinque  Port  pilots  are  concerned,  shall  think  it  proper  that 
the  party  suing  shall  be  at  liberty  to  proceed.  The  88rd  sec- 
tion shews  that  the  informer  is  the  person  to  sue;  if  not,  who 
is?  for  the  penalty  is  not  to  go  to  the  Crown.  The  76th  sec- 
tion is  applicable  to  two  classes  of  cases ;  but  assuming 
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that  tlie  present  ia  within  the  second  branch  of  it^  still  that  Exeh.  rf  PUtu, 

part  relates  only  to  cases  in  which  the  pilot  is  licensed        ^^^' 

either  by  the  Trinity  Honae  of  Deptford  Strond^  or  the 

Lord  Warden;  and  therefore  this  case  is  not  within  it^  as 

this  took  place  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  C!orporation 

of  fhe  T^ciiiity  House  of  Hull,  who  have  a  distinct  power 

to  appoint  pHots^  as  appears  from  the  58th  section. 

Martin,  oontra. — With  respect  to  the  last  objection^  the 
case  is  within  the  second  branch  of  the  76th  section^  and  a 
common  in&rmer  eannot  sne  without  the  written  consent 
of  the  Corporation  of  the  Trinity  Honse^  or  lord  warden. 
The  right  to  bring  any  action  at  all  is  conferred  by  that 
section  only;  and  if  it  be  a  casus  omissus^  the  plainti£f  cannot 
sne.  If  that  should  be  so^  the  case  is  not  without  a  remedy, 
as  the  Attorney-General  may  sue :  Bex  v.  MaUand  {a). 
The  words  of  the  section,  however,  are  clear,  and  the  ob- 
ject of  it  was  to  prevent  suits  being  brought  in  the  courts 
at  Westminster,  without  the  written  consent  of  the  Tri- 
nity House,  or  lord  warden.  The  observation  on  the 
83rd  section  as  to  the  penalty  not  going  to  the  Crown, 
is  met  by  this — ^that  actions  may  be  brought  by  a  com- 
mon informer,  with  the  consent  of  the  Trinity  House  or 
lord  warden. 

The  other  point  is  a  very  important  one.  This  is  the  first 
time  it  has  ever  been  attempted  to  prevent  the  owner  of  a 
ship  from  employing  a  steam-tug  for  the  purpose  of  towing 
lier  through  the  water.  Whatever  may  be  the  position  of 
the  steam-tug  with  respect  to  the  vessel  she  is  towing, 
(though  it  is  generally  at  the  side  of  the  ship)  the  entire 
moving  power  is  in  the  steamer,  and  the  vessel  to  which  it 
is  attached  is  dragged  through  the  water  like  a  log  of 
wood.  Piloting  a  vessel  means  directing  her  by  means 
of  the  helm.  The  18th  section  shews  what  duties  a  pilot 
has  to  perform— they  are  to  ply  without  intermission 

(a)  2  Str.  828. 
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Sxeh.  of  pum,  at  all  seasonable  times  by  day  and  nighty  and  take  charge 
.    ^^'   .     of  vessels.    The  19th,  31st,  and  34th  sections  relate  to  the 
Bbilbt       particular  things  they  are  to  perform;  but  there  is  nothing 
Scott.        here  to  shew  that  the  defendant  has  done  any  of  the 
things  there  enumerated.     If  the  master  of  the  steam-tug 
has  incurred  a  penalty,  so  has  the  master  of  the  Good  In- 
tent also.    The  case  states  that  there  was  no  firaud,  but 
that  the  employment  was  bon&  fide  for  the  purpose  of  tow- 
ing the  vessel.    The  true  meaning  of  the  act  was  to  impose 
a  penalty  on  persons  going  on  board  and  conducting  ves- 
sels as  pilots,  without  being  duly  licensed,  and  it  does  not 
apply  to  cases  where  a  steam-tug  has  been  used  bon&  fide 
as  a  moving  power. 

Cowling,  in  reply. — The  words  of  the  act  are  general, 
and  are  not  confined  to  cases  where  the  party  goes  on 
board  the  vessel :  they  apply  to  all  persons  who  select  the 
course  of  the  vessel.  The  34th  section  gives  a  right  to 
pilotage  where  the  boat  runs  before  the  vessel,  which 
would  not  otherwise  be  due :  that  shews  that  the  ship  may 
be  conducted,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  by  a  person 
in  a  boat  ahead  of  the  vessel,  and  is  not  confined  to  the  care 
of  a  person  on  board.  Bex  v.  Malland  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  penalty  was  not  appropriated,  which  is  not 
the  case  here.  The  case  of  Maiden  v.  Bartlett  [a)  shews 
that  the  Attorney-General  has  no  right  to  sue. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  first  question  arising  on  this  case  is, 
''  whether  the  defendant  had  the  charge  or  conduct  of  the 
Ship  Gk>od  Intent  '^  within  the  meaning  of  the  Pilot  Act, 
6  G«o.  4,  c.  125,  s.  70.  We  are  of  opinion  that  he  had 
neither. 

These  words  are  to  be  understood  in  the  sense  ascribed 
to  them  in  other  parts  of  the  act;  that  is,  they  mean  the 

(a)  Parker,  105. 
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taking  the  charge  and  direction,  as  a  pilot,  whose  appro-  Exck.  of  Pkat^ 
priate,  and  indeed  sole  duty  it  is  to  select  the  course,  and  *   ^ 

take  the  management  and  conduct  of  the  vessel,  for  the  Beilbt 
purpose  of  directing  her  in  that  course.  The  master  of  a  scott. 
coasting  vessel  may,  if  he  pleases,  perform  that  duty  him- 
self; but  if  he  chooses  to  employ  another  for  that  purpose, 
he  must  employ  a  licensed  pilot;  and  an  unlicensed  per- 
son taking  that  duty  on  himself  by  command  of  the  master, 
when  a  licensed  pilot  offers  his  services,  would  be  liable  to 
the  penalty  in  the  70th  section. 

But  the  master  is  not  precluded  from  employing  any 
moving  power  which  he  may  please ;  he  may  make  use  of 
another  vessel,  or  boats,  or  a  steam-tug  for  that  purpose; 
and  if  that  cannot  be  done  without  necessarily  devolving 
upon  those  who  apply  the  power,  the  selection  of  the  course, 
and  a  certain  portion,  or  indeed  all  the  charge  and  conduct 
of  the  vessel  in  that  course,  still  if  the  bon&  fide  object  of 
the  employment  be  the  moving  power,  the  person  so  em- 
ployed is  not  a  pilot,  and  has  not  the  conduct  and  charge 
of  the  vessel  as  such,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

If  indeed  the  real  object  in  any  case  should  appear  to 
be  to  obtain  the  assistance  of  the  skill  oS  a  pilot,  and  to 
give  him  the  charge  and  conduct  of  the  vessel,  and  some 
other  colourable  duty  were  assigned  to  him,  the  case  would 
be  within  the  act ;  but  in  the  present  instance  it  is  express- 
\f  found  that  the  steam-tug  was  bon&  fide  hired  for  the 
purpose  of  towing  the  vessel  up  the  river.  We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  no  penalty  was  incurred  in  this  case. 

Hie  answer  to  the  first  question  makes  it  unnecessary  to 
discuss  the  others  raised  by  the  special  case.  As  the  mat- 
ter is,  however,  of  general  importance,  we  wish  to  state,, 
that,  in  our  opinion,  th^  action  is  properly  brought  by  a 
common  informer ;  and  that  it  is  within  the  2nd  branch  of 
the  76th  section :  the  meaning  of  that  enactment  appears- 
to  us  to  be,  that  penalties,  when  the  lowest  is  not  greater 
than  <£20,  and  the  highest  is  greater,  are  to  be  sued  for  with 
the  consent  of  the  Trinity  House,  in  cases  in  which  pilots^ 
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Ejtch.  1^  Pleat,  licensed  by  them  are  concerned ;  and  with  that  of  the  lord 
'  ^     warden  with  respect  to  pilots  licensed  by  him  j  but  that 
Beilbt       their  consent  is  not  required  with  reference  to  pilots  not 
Scott.        within  the  jurisdiction  of  either.    The  words  **  as  the  case 
may  be "  are  explained  by  the  58th  section.    The  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  must  be  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Doe  d.  Gilbert  and  OtheiB  v.  Ross. 

Where  a  deed  is  Xi  JECTMENT  by  the  Icssors  of  the  plaintijOT,  who  dauned 
an  attorney,  who  ^  co^heircsses  at  law  of  Aithur  Gramer  Miller.    At  the 

holds  it  not 
merely  as  attor- 
ney, but  as  a  security  for  money  owing  to  him  from  his  client,  and  the  attorney,  being  calM 
on  a  subpcena  duces  tecum,  refuses  to  produce  the  deed  on  Uie  ground  of  his  own  lien,  the 
party  calling  for  the  production  of  the  deed  is  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  con* 
tents. 

There  are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence ;  but  where  a  party  is  entitled  to  give  aecondary 
evidence  at  all,  he  may  give  any  species  of  secondary  evidence  within  his  power. 

Where,  on  a  former  trial  of  the  title  to  the  same  property,  on  an  ejectment  by  the  same 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  against  a  different  defendant,  a  deed  was  given  iin  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  limitations  in  it  were  stated  in  Court  by  the  defendant's  counsel :— ' 
Held,  that  a  copy  of  the  short-hand  notes  of  that  statement  was  not  receivable  in  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  same  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  second  ejectment  against  another  party, 

QiMsrf,  whether  such  evidence  would  have  been  receivable,  if  the  parties  to  the  action  had  been 
the  same. 

Whrte,  in  ejectment,  evidence  was  received  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  which  was  inadmisftible, 
but  all  objections  and  exceptions  were  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  above,  by  the  consent 
of  both  parties : — Held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  a  new  trial  without  payment  of 
costs,  on  the  ground  of  the  reception  of  this  evidence,  if  the  legal  evidence  admitted  shewed  the 
title  to  be  in  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff;  as,  npon  such  a  reservation,  tlie  Court  are  called  npon  to 
decide  whether  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are  entitled  to  recover  or  not. 

An  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  a  fine,  levied  with  proclamations,  is  as  good  evidence  of 
the  fine  as  the  chirograph  itself  certified  by  the  officer. 

A  fine  was  proved  to  have  been  levied  of  the  estate  in  question,  in  1790,  and  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  part  of  the  property  in  1S02,  by  the  eoonsor 
of  the  fine  to  a  purchsser,  which  stated  that  the  fine  was  levied  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee. 
This  deed  was  received  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendant: — UeU,  that  It  was  geed 
evidence  as  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  fine,  although  it  was  not  proved  that  the  defendant 
derived  title  under  the  conusor. 

By  a  will,  in  1789,  an  estate  was  devised  to  A.  G.  M.for  life,,  with  remainder  as  he  should  by 
deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  defkult  of  appointment,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  re- 
mainders over.  In  1790,  A.  G.  M.  levied  a  fine  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee,  and  afterwards  died 
without  laeue '.-"Held,  in  an  ejectment  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  claiming  as  heirs  at  law  of 
A.  G.  M.,  that  the  fine  created  a  discontinuance,  and  gave  a  tortious  fee  to  A.  G.  M.,  and  tlut 
his  heir  at  law  was  consequently  entitled  to  recover  in  ejectment,  the  remainders  over  being 
devested,  and  the  rights  of  the  remaindermen  only  capable  of  being  enfi^rced  by  real  action. 

In  such  a  case  the  sUtute  3  &  4  Will  4,  c  47,  s.  38,  preserves  the  right  ef  the  remmndcnDCB 
to  bring  a  formedon. 
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trial  before  IxMrd  Demium,  C.  J.^  at  the  Warwickshire  EaOu  of  pum. 
Spring  AasiEes,  1840,  it  appeared  that,  in  1779,  the  father  ^®^' 
of  A.  O.  Miller  had  devised  the  property  to  A.  G.  Miller 
for  life,  with  remainder  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  ap» 
point,  with  remainder,  in  default  of  and  until  appointment, 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders  over.  A. G.Miller 
died  in  1832  without  issue,  and  it  therefore  became  neces- 
sary for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  who  claimed  as  his  coUa- 
teral  heirs,  to  prove  tiiat  he  had  acquired  the  fee-simple  of 
the  property  before  the  time  of  his  death.  For  this  purpose 
they  sought  to  give  evidence  of  the  marriage  settlement  of 
A.  G.  MiUer,  executed  by  him  in  1769,  after  his  father's 
death,  in  order  to  shew  that  he  had  acquired  the  fee  by 
exercifling  the  power  of  appointment.  Dus  settlement  was 
in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Baxter,  the  defendant's  attomeyi 
who  had  been  subpoenaed  to  produce  it:  and  upon  his 
examination,  he  stated  that  he  had  received  tt  from  a  Mr. 
Weetman,  who  was  in  possession  of  another  part  of  the 
property,  and  against  whom  the  lessors  (^  the  plaintiff  had 
previously  brought  an  ejectment,  which  was  tried  at  the 
Summer  Assises  of  1838,  before  Lord  Abtnger,  C.  B.,  and 
in  which  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  nonsuited.  Mr. 
Baxter  stated  that  he  claimed  a  lien  on  the  deeds  for  pro* 
fessicmal  business  done  for  Mr.  Weetman,  and  he  declined 
to  produce  it  on  this  ground.  Mr.  Weetman  himself  was 
in  Court,  but  was  not  examined,  or  called  on  to  produce 
the  deed. 

Upon  Mr.  Baxter's  refusal  to  produce  the  deed,  the  les- 
sors of  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  give  secondary  evidence  of 
its  contents.  This  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  de* 
fendants,  but  Lord  Denman  ruled  that  such  evidence  was 
admissible.  The  lesscMrs  of  the  plaintiff  then  tendered  in 
eridenoe  a  copy  of  the  deed;  but  upon  examination  it  ap« 
peared  that  this  had  been  made  an  attested  copy,  and  was 
unstamped,  and  it  was  consequently  rejected.  It  was  then 
pnqposed  to  read,  as  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of 
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Bxeh.  of  Pieast  the  deed,  a  short-hand  writer's  notes  of  the  proceedings  of 
,  *  ^.  the  trial  in  the  former  action,  when  the  settlement  had  been 
produced  and  proved  by  the  then  defendant  Weetman.  This 
evidence  was  objected  to,  but  Lord  Denman  allowed  it  to 
be  admitted,  and  the  short-hand  writer's  notes  were  read; 
but  it  appeared  from  them  that  the  deed  had  not  been  ac- 
tually read  by  the  officer  of  the  Court,  but  that  its  contents 
were  stated  by  the  defendant's  junior  counsel.  It  was  ob- 
jected that  this  statement  could  not  be  received,  but  Lord 
Denman  considered. that  it  was  substantially  the  same  as  if 
the  deed  had  been  read  by  the  officer,  and  accordingly  the 
note  of  this  statement  was  read,  and  it  thereby  appeared 
that  A.  G.  Miller  had  exercised  the  appointment  in  favour  of 
himself  and  his  heirs  in  fee,  subject  to  a  life  interest  in  part 
of  the  estate  to  his  wife,  who  died  before  him.  The  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  then  tendered,  as  further  evidence  that  A. 
G.  Miller  was  seised  in  fee,  an  examined  copy  of  the  re- 
cord of  a  fine,  with  proclamations,  levied  by  A.  G.  Miller 
in  1790.  This  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel^ 
who  contended  that  the  chirograph  should  have  been  pro- 
duced, but  the  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and 
the  examined  copy  was  received.  The  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff also  proved  a  deed  of  conveyance,  subsequent  to  the 
fine,  firom  A.  G.  Miller  to  a  purchaser  of  part  of  the  estate 
in  question,  which  recited  the  fine  and  settlement,  and 
stated  that  by  the  latter  the  uses  of  the  fine  had  been  de- 
clared to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee.  This  deed  was  received 
without  objection,  and  the  case  then  went  to  the  jury  upon 
the  evidence  of  pedigree,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff. 

Adams,  Serjt.,  in  Easter  Term  last,  moved  for  a  nonsuit 
or  a  new  trial,  on  several  grounds. — Ist,  that  secondary 
evidence  of  the  settlement  was  altogether  inadmissible. 
2ndly,  that  even  if  secondary  evidence  was  receivable, 
the  short-hand  writer's  notes  were  not  admissible  evidence. 
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3rdly,  that  at  aU  events  they  were  not  receivable,  when  Sxek.  rf  p/^m, 
it  appeared  that  a  copy  of  the  settlement  was  in  existence.  ^  ^^^' 
4th]y,  that  the  estate  acquired  by  the  fine  terminated  with 
the  estate  tail  of  A.  G.  Miller:  and  5thly,  that  the  verdict 
was  against  evidence.  The  Court  granted  a  rule  on  all 
the  points  except  the  third,  which  was  disposed  of  on 
the  application.  Adams,  Serjt.,  urged  in  support  of  this 
point,  that,  assuming  that  the  short-hand  writer^s  notes 
might  have  been  evidence  if  no  better  evidence  had  been 
in  existence,  it  appeared  here  that  better  evidence  did 
exist,  viz.  the  attested  copy,  which  the  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  produced  if  they  had  procured  it  to  be 
8tam])ed. — ^The  short-hand  writer's  notes,  at  best,  amount 
to  nothing  more  than  mere  parol  evidence.  In  VUliers  v. 
VUUers  (a),  Jjord  Hardwicke  says : — "  The  rule  of  evidence 
is.,  that  the  best  evidence  that  the  circumstances  allow 
must  be  given.  If  an  original  deed  be  lost,  the  counterpart 
may  be  read;  and  if  there  is  no  counterpart  forthcoming, 
then  a  copy  may  be  admitted ;  and  if  there  should  be  no 
copy,  there  may  be  parol  evidence  of  the  deed,  and  of  the 
manner  of  its  being  lost.''  This  is  an  authority  that  parol 
evidence  is  not  receivable  where  a  copy  exists ;  and  the 
doctrine  of  this  case  appears  to  be  admitted  in  Munn  v. 
Godbold  (d).  In  Doe  d.  Rowlandson  v.  Wainwright  (c),  the 
question  arose,  whether  an  abstract  of  a  deed  of  feoffment, 
which  deed  was  in  the  hands  of  the  opposite  party,  who 
refusied  to  produce  it  on  notice,  was  admissible  in  the 
absence  of  an  examined  copy,  which  might  have  been  pro- 
duced. The  Court  decided  the  case  upon  another  ground, 
but  seemed  to  think  that  if  a  copy  had  been  proved  to 
exist,  it  should  have  been  produced.  [Parke,  B. — You 
must  contend  then,  that  there  is  to  be  primary,  secondary, 
and  tertiary  evidence^  K  an  attested  copy  is  to  be  one 
degree  of  secondary  evidence,  the  next  will  be  a  copy  not 

(a)  2  Atk.  71.  (c)  5  Ad.  &  Ell.  520  ;  1  Nev.& 

(h)  3  Bug.  292;  1 1  a  Moore,49.      P.  ». 
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fijreA.  (^ Piemt,  attested;  and  then  an  abstract:  then  would  come  an 
1840.  inquiry,  whether  one  man  has  a  better  memory  than  an* 
other,  and  we  should  never  know  where  to  stop.  Alderwn, 
B. — In  Doe  y.  Waifiwrighty  the  Court  refused  to  decide 
the  question,  because  there  was  another  point  that  made 
it  quite  immaterial.]  In  Buller's  N.  P.  p.  256,  the  same 
rule  is  laid  down  as  in  V%Uier%  v.  VUHers. 

Lord  Abinqeb,  C.  B. — There  can  be  no  rule  iiqpon  this 
point.  Upon  examination  of  the  cases,  and  upon  pcinapie, 
we  think  there  are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence.  The 
rule  is,  that  if  you  cannot  produce  the  original,  you  may 
give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  If  indeed  the  party 
giving  such  parol  evidence  appears  to  have  better  second* 
ary  evidence  in  his  power,  whidi  he  does  not  produce,  that 
is  a  &ct  to  go  to  the  jury,  from  whidi  they  might  some* 
times  presume  that  the  evidence  kept  back  would  be  ad* 
verse  to  the  party  withholding  it.  But  the  law  makes  no 
distinction  between  one  class  of  secondary  evidence  and 
another.  In  cases  where  the  contents  of  public  records 
and  documents  are  to  be  proved,  examined  copies  are  al- 
lowed as  primary  evidence ;  but  this  is  upon  public  giaonds; 
for  in  these  cases,  the  law,  for  public  convenience,  gives 
credit  to  the  sworn  testimony  of  any  witness  who  examines 
the  entry,  and  produces  the  copy. 

Pakke,  B. — ^I  concur  entirely  in  refusing  the  rule  on 
this  ground.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  an  attested  copy 
is  more  satisfSsu^tory,  and  therefore,  in  that  sense,  better  evi* 
dence  than  mere  parol  testimony ;  but  whether  it  excludes 
parol  testimony,  is  a  very  different  thing.  Tlie  law  does 
not  permit  a  man  to  give  evidence  which  from  its  very  na« 
ture  shews  that  there  is  better  evidence  within  his  reach^ 
which  he  does  not  produce.  And  therefore,  parol  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  a  deed,  or  other  written  instrument, 
cannot  be  given,  without  producing  or  accounting  f(nr  the 
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instnmieiit  itself.    But  as  soon  as  you  have  Bcoonnted  for  Sxeh.  cf  putu, 

the  origmal  document^  you  may  then  give  secondaiy  en-     ^  J.     , 

dence  of  its  contents.    When  parol  evidence  is  then  ten* 

dered,  it  does  not  appear  firom  the  nature  of  such  evidenoej 

that  there  is  any  attested  copy^  or  better  species  of  second- 

ary  evidence  behind.    We  know  of  nothing  but  of  the 

deed  idiich  is  accounted  f or^  and  therefiire  the  parol  evi« 

dsnoe  ia  in  itself  unobjectionable.    Does  it  th»&  become 

inadmissible,  if  it  be  shewn  firom  other  sources^  that  a  more 

'WtuEactory  qpecies  cf  secondary  evidence  exists?  I  think 

ik  does  not;  and  I  have  always  understood  the  rule  to  be^ 

that  when  a  party  is  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence  at 

aD,  he  may  give  any  species  ci  secondary  evidence  within 

his  power.     There  is  a  case  of  Brown  v.  Woodman  {a),  in 

which  I  am  reported  to  have  decided  this  point,  and  my 

mUng  was  not  aftefwards  questioned. 

AiiDBBsoN,  B. — I  agree  with  my  brotiier  Porike,  that  the 
objection  must  arise  from  the  nature  of  the  evidence  itself. 
If  you  produce  a  copy,  which  shews  that  there  was  an  origin* 
al,  or  if  you  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  deed, 
the  evidence  itself  discloses  the  existence  of  the  deed.  But 
reverse  the  case, — tiie  existence  of  an  original  does  not  shew 
the  existence  of  any  copy;  nor  does  parol  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  a  deed  shew  the  existence  of  anything  except 
the  deed  itself.  If  one  species  of  secondary  evidence  is  to 
exclude  another,  a  party  tendering  parol  evidence  of  a  deed 
must  account  for  all  the  secondary  evidence  that  has 
existed.  He  may  know  of  nothing  but  the  original,  and 
the  otiier  side,  at  the  trial,  may  defeat  him  by  shewing  a 
copy,  the  existence  of  which  he  had  no  means  oi  ascertain- 
ing. Fifty  copies  may  be  in  existence  imknown  to  him, 
and  he  would  be  bound  to  account  for  them  all. 

OmEuixT,  B.,  concurred. 

(a)  6  Car.  &  P.  206. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,      ^^  Trinity  Term^  Chndbum,  Seijt.^  Humfrey,  and  G,  Htxyei, 

\^^' ^     shewed  cause  against  the  rule. — First :  Parol  evidence  of  the 

settlement  was  receivable.     The  only  difficulty  arises  from 
Weetman's  not  having  been  subpoenaed  or  called;  but  this 
was  xmnecessary^  because  Mr.  Baxter  refused  to  produce  the 
deed^  not  on  account  of  his  clients  title^  but  on  account  of 
a  lien  which  he  himself  claimed  upon  the  deed.     Another 
answer  to  this  objection  is^  that  it  was  not  taken  at  the 
trial.    It  appeared  from  Baxter's  own  evidence^  that  Weet- 
man  was  in  Court ;  and  if  any  objection  had  been  made'  on* 
his  account^  it  would  have  been  immediately  answered  by 
calling  Weetman.      Secondly:— The  short-hand  writer's 
notes  were  good  secondary  evidence  of  the  settlement.    It 
appeared  from  these  notes^  that  the  deed  was  produced  and 
given  in  evidence  at  the  former  trials  and  it  then  became 
the  duty  of  the  officer  of  the  Court  to  read  it;  but  instead 
of  this  being  done^  the  material  parts  were  read  by  one  of 
the  counsel  of  the  party  producing  it.    This  course  was 
adopted  for  the  more  convenient  conduct  of  the  trial;  and 
it  must  be  taken  that  it  was  substituted  for  the  reading  of 
the  deed  by  the  officer  of  the  Courts  by  the  consent  of  all 
parties :  it  was^  th^refore^  the  same  thing  in  substance  as 
if  the  deed  had  been  read  in  the  regular  manner  by  the 
officer.     The  deed  itself  was  identified  by  a  witness  who 
formerly  had  it  in  his  possession^  and  who  saw  it  in  Court 
and  heard  it  read ;  and  it  must  be  presumed  that  it  was 
read  correctly.   The  material  parts^  shewing  that  the  power 
was  exercised  by  appointing  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee,  appear 
frx>m  the  short-hand  writer's  notes  and  the  notes  of  Lord 
Denmmn ;  and  this  was  good  secondary  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents.    In  addition  to  the  short-hand  writer's  notes,  the 
fine  which  was  proved,  and  the  deed  of  conveyance  to 
Johnson  in  1802,  furnish  good  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  settlement;  for  the  deed  of  1802  recites 
both  the  fine  and  the  settlement,,  and  connects  them  to- 
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gether^  and  shews  that  by  the  settlement  the  nses  of  the  Sxek.  0/  PUat^ 
fine  were  declared  to  be  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee;  and  by  ^  ^^^' 
this  conveyance  of  1802^  he  actually  disposes  of  part  of 
the  fee  which  he  had  so  acquired.  Now^  as  A.  G.  Miller 
was  enabled^  by  his  father's  will^  to  acquire  the  fee  by  ex- 
ercising the  power  of  appointment,  and  as  the  conveyance 
of  1802  shews  that  he  had  acquired  the  fee,  this  convey- 
ance is  good  secondary  evidence  that  he  had  acquired  it 
by  exercising  the  power  of  appointment  in  the  settlement, 
although  it  did  not  in  terms  distinctly  shew  that  the  power 
was  exercised. 

/But  assuming  that  there  was  no  sufficient  secondary 
evidence  of  the  settlement,  the  fine  alone  was  good  evi- 
dence that  A.  G.  Miller  was  seised  in  fee. 

By  the  will  of  his  father,  the  estate  was  devised  to  A.  G. 
Miller  for  life,  with  a  power  of  appointment  over  the  fee, 
and  a  limitation,  in  default  of  and  untU  any  appointment, 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body.  Under  these  limitations  it  is  clear 
that  A.  G.  Miller  was  tenant  in  tail;  but  a  question  may 
perhaps  be  raised,  whether  he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
session or  in  remainder;  for  if  he  was  only  tenant  in  tail  in 
remainder,  the  fine  would  not  operate  as  a  discontinuance : 
Com. Dig. Discontinuance  (C.5).  In  Doe  d.  Jones  y,  Jones  (a), 
there  was  a  devise  to  a  party  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder 
to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  life  tenant,  with  remainders 
over.  A  fine  had  been  levied  by  the  devisee,  and  the 
question  arose,  whether  this  worked  a  discontinuance. 
The  Court  held,  on  the  authority  of  Coulson  v.  Coulson  (6), 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  interposition  of  the  vested  re- 
mainder in  the  trustees,  the  first  devisee  was  only  tenant 
in  tail  in  remainder,  and  consequentiy  that  no  discontinu- 
ance took  place.    Here  there  is  no  intermediate  estate,  but 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  238;  2  D.  &  R.  373,        (b)  2  Atk.  250. 
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Matk.  ^  pimi^  »  more  power,  which  may  or  may  not  be  exercised,  accom* 
^  '  panied  by  an  express  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body, 
not  only  in  default  of  but  tmtU  the  execution  of  the  power. 
The  effect  of  this  is,  that,  imtil  the  execution  of  the  power, 
Rom.  ^^  ^^  estates  unite,  and  the  devisee  becomes  tenant  in 
tail  in  possession,  subject  to  the  estates  being  disunited 
or  defeated  by  the  execution  of  the  power.  A.  O.  Miller 
being,  then,  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  the  question  arises, 
what  was  the  effect  of  the  fine  ?  It  is  dear  it  created  a 
discontinuance:  Doe  d.  Cooper  v.  Finch  {a).  In  that 
case  the  question  was,  whether  the  limitation  of  a  term  of 
600  years,  prior  to  the  limitation  of  the  first  estate  tail, 
prevented  the  party  to  whom  such  estate  tail  was  given 
from  being  tenant  in  tail  in  possession:  and  the  Court 
held  that  it  did  not,  and  that  his  fine  worked  a  discontinu- 
ance. There  the  tenant  in  tail  had  died  without  issue  and 
devised  the  property ;  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  effect 
of  the  fine  was  to  give  him  an  estate  in  fee,  which  was  de- 
visable, and  passed  by  the  will,  and  that  the  remainder* 
man  had  no  estate,  but  a  mere  right  of  action.  Then,  upon 
the  same  principle,  the  fee  acquired  by  the  fine  is  descenda- 
ble to  A.  G.  Miller's  heirs.  In  Doe  v.  Finch,  the  fee  ac- 
quired by  the  fine  was  called  a  base  fee,  which  is  a  term 
commonly  used  to  designate  fees  determinable  on  the 
failure  of  issue  inheritable  under  an  entail ;  but  whether 
called  a  base  fee,  or  a  wrongful  fee,  it  is  clear,  from  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  that  it  did  not  terminate  on  the 
failure  of  issue,  but  continued  to  exirt  as  a  fee  descendable 
and  devisable  after  the  failure  of  issue. 

It  was  contended  here,  that  the  fine  only  passed  a 
base  fee,  which  terminated  ipso  facto  on  tiie  fSEolure  of 
issue,  and  that  the  remaindermen  were  entitled.  [Parhe, 
B. — ^The  remaindermen  can  have  no  right  of  entry:  all 
their  rights  are  turned  into  mere  rights  of  action;  and  as 

(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  283. 
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some  one  must  have  a  right  of  entiy^  it  must  be  the  heir  Exch.  of  puoh 
of  the  person  who  had  the  wrongful  fee.]  In  this  case,  ^  ^^^' 
therefore,  the  right  of  entry  must  be  in  the  heirB  of  A«  6* 
KiUer,  who  levied  the  fine  j  the  remainders  being  discon- 
tinued and  devested  by  the  fine,  cannot  be  revested  except 
by  formedon.  Doe  d.  Odiame  v.  Whitehead  (a)  is  another 
anthoiiiy  on  the  subject  of  a  discontinuance  arising  firom 
the  fine  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  possession. 

With  regard  to  the  effect  of  a  discontinuance,  Littleton, 
sect.  597,  shews  that  the  rights  of  entry  of  the  remainder- 
men are  taken  away  and  turned  into  mere  rights  of  action: 
and  sect.  620  cleariy  shews  that  a  fee  is  acquired  by  the 
parfy  creating  the  discontinuance.  In  these  passages,  a  dis- 
continuance by  feoffment  is  treated  of,  but  a  fine  includes  a 
feoffment.  By  some  writers  it  is  called  a  feoffment  of  re- 
cord, by  others  an  acknowledgment  of  a  feoffment.  AU 
agree  that  it  has  the  same  effect  as  a  feoffment  in  creat- 
ing a  discontinuance,  and  this  is  shewn  by  Dae  v.  Finch  and 
Doe -v.  Whitehead. 

K  it  be  considered  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of 
any  declaration  of  use  of  the  fine  levied  by  A.  G.  Miller, 
the  consequence  will  be  that  the  use  will  result  to  the  con- 
usoor  of  the  fine :  Armstrong  v.  Wolsey  (b).  In  that  case  no 
declaration  of  use  was  shewn,  and  the  Court  held  that  the 
use  resulted  to  the  conusor.  In  the  present  case,  therefore, 
the  fine  is  evidence  of  a  fee  in  A.  O.  Miller,  to  whom  the 
use  resulted  if  none  was  declared. 

But  a  point  may  be  raised  on  the  other  side,  as  to  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  use  that  results.  There  was  some  lit- 
tle confasion  formerly  on  that  subject  in  the  books,  in  many 
of  which  it  is  laid  down  that  the  old  use  results,  and  a  doubt 
has  arisen  as  to  the  meaning  of  this  term.  In  two  cases, 
?ii.,  Argol  v.  CMney  {c)  and  Waker  v.  Snowe  (d),  it  was  de- 


Co)  2  Burr.  704.  (c)  Latch,  82. 

(6)  2  Wils.  19.  id)  Palm.  359. 
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BxdL  of  pieoi,  cided  that  where  a  recovery  was  suffered^  and  no  use  de- 
^^Q'  clared^  the  use  that  resulted  waa  an  estate  tail  only,  that 
being  said  to  be  the  old  use.  The  effect  of  these  decisions 
was  to  render  the  recovery  entirely  inoperative,  and  the 
party  suffering  it  was  left  just  where  he  was  before  the  re- 
covery was  suffered.  In  1  Cruis.  Dig.  378  (4th  edit.),  the 
inconvenient  effects  that  would  have  followed  from  these 
decisions,  if  adhered  to,  are  pointed  out,  and  it  is  clear  that 
they  must  now  be  considered  as  overruled  (a).  In  Night' 
ingale  v.  Earl  Ferrers  (i),  it  was  admitted  on  all  hands  that 
on  a  recovery  by  tenant  in  tail,  without  any  declaration  of 
use,  the  use  resulted  in  fee  and  not  in  tail,  and  that  was  so 
laid  down  several  times  afterwards  by  Lord  Hardwicke  {c). 
In  a  very  recent  case.  Tanner  v.  Radface  (d),  this  ques- . 
tion  was  again  raised;  and  the  Yice-Chancellor  held  it 
to  be  clear,  that  the  effect  of  a  recovery  suffered  by 
tenant  in  tail,  without  any  declaration  of  ubc,  is  to  en- 
large the  estate  tail  into  a  fee.  There  appears  to  be  no 
express  authority  with  respect  to  a  fine,  but  the  same 
principle  must  apply  to  both.  The  effect  of  the  fine  is 
to  create  a  discontinuance,  and  to  change  an  estate  tail 
into  a  wrongful  fee ;  and  if  the  use  of  the  fee  does  not 
result  to  the  conusor  of  the  fine,  in  whom  can  it  be  ?  The 
use  cannot  result  in  tail,  because  the  estate  tail  is  dis- 
continued; nor  can  any  use  result  to  the  remaindermen, 
for  their  estates  ore  devested,  and  turned  into  mere  rights. 
If  the  use  had  been  declared  by  the  conusor  of  the  fine, 
it  would  clearly  have  passed  according  to  such  declaration; 
this  is  shewn  by  Doe  v.  Finch,  and  Doe  v.  Whitehead;  but 
it  cannot  be  argued  that  the  legal  effect  of  the  fine  will 
vary,  according  as  there  is  or  is  not  a  declaration  of  the 
use  by  the  tenant  in  tail.  A  party  may  declare  the  uses 
of  a  fine  after  the  fine  has  been  levied;  but  what  becomes 

(a)  See  Sanders  on  Uses,   102,      (c)  1  Atk.9;  3  Atk.313. 
(4tli  edit)  (d)  6  Sim.  21. 

(b)  3  P.  Wms.  207. 
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of  the  use  in  the  interval  between  the  fine  and  the  decla-  Exeh.  of  puom, 
ration  ?     In  ordinary  cases  it  results^  during  the  interval,     ^   ^^^' 
to  the  conusor ;  but  if,  in  the  case  of  a  tenant-  in  tail, 
nothing  result  but  an  estate  tail,  how  can  he  afterwards 
declare  the  use  of  the  fee?    A  party  cannot  declare  a  use 
which  he  has  not  got  to  declare.    No  distinction  can 
therefore  exist,  whether  the  use  results  or  is  declared.  The 
whole  fee  passes  by  the  fine,  and  must  belong  either  to  the 
conusor  or  the  conusee.   And  as,  in  the  absence  of  a  decla- 
ration, nothing  goes  to  the  conusee,  the  whole  must  result 
to  the  conusor.     In  the  present  case,  therefore,  secondary 
evidence  of  the  settlement  may  be  entirely  dispensed  with, 
as  the  fine  alone  is  sufficient  proof  that  A.  O.  Miller  was 
seised  in  fee.     [Parke,  B. — How  is  this  question  afiected 
by  the  late  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  which  abolishes  real 
actions,  and  substitutes  an  ejectment?    If  a  remainder- 
man, whose  estate  has  been  discontinued,  be  entitled  to 
bring  ejectment  instead  of  formedon,  can  the  right  to  bring 
ejectment  be  in  two  parties  at  the  same  time?]     The 
question  is  not  affected  by  that  statute.    By  section  39, 
rights  of  entry  are  not  to  be  defeated  by  discontinuances 
made  after  December  31st,  1833;  but  by  section  38,  the 
right  to  bring  real  actions,  in  respect  of  previous  discon- 
tinuances, is  preserved;  and  formedon  would  therefore  be 
the  only  remedy  to  revest  the  estate. 

Adams,  Serjt.,  M.  D.  HiU,  Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  and  W.  T. 
8,  Daniel^  contra,  were  first  heard  on  the  evidence,  as  to  the 
fSiqttL^  the  case,  on  which  the  Court  intimated  an  opinion 
that  tiiere  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 
They  then  addressed  themselves  to  the  objections  in  point 
of  law. — ^The  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  or  at  all 
events  to  a  new  trial  without  payment  of  costs,  on  several 
grounds. — First,  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  given  at 
the  trial  of  the  settlement  of  1789,  inasmuch  as  parol  evi- 
dence of  its  contents  was  not  admissible  under  the  circiun- 

VOL.  VII.  1  M,  w. 
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eh.  of  PiM*,  stances  of  the  case.  No  doabt,  if  a  deed  be  lc»t  or  mii 
^_|f™^  and  it  cannot  be  produced,  secondary  evidence  ma 
Dos  given  of  its  contents.  \Parke,  B. — If  a  par^  does  i 
Gilbu*  bis  powOT  to  produce  the  deed,  but  is  not  able  to 
Rdi*.  ''™*  '*"  prodttction,  is  not  liiat  enough  ?  Then  is  i1 
enough  to  subpoena  the.sttomey,  duces  tecum,  to  pm 
it  ?  Maraton  v.  Dow7te»  (a)  appears  to  have  settled  tli 
is.]  At  all  events,  no  seccmdary  evidence  vraa  given  of 
deed,  which  was  receivable  for  the  pnipose  d  shewinf 
Emitations  contained  in  it,  or  that  the  power  of  a^ 
Boent  was  executed  by  it.  The  limitations  in  the  deed 
not  read  at  this  trial,  but  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  bo 
to  give  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  short-band  writer's  i 
of  the  reading  of  \kt  liuitAtions  in  the  deed  by  Mr.  A 
the  junior  counsel  iar  the  defendant,  on  a  fiMtner  trii 
specting  the  right  to  other  property  held  under  the 
title;  and  the  learned  Judge  held  it  to  be  admissible, 
that  was  a  trial  of  a  canse  between  different  partdeS; 
tirely  unconnected  with  the  parties  to  this  action.  Il 
lessws  of  the  plaintiff  desired  to  prove  that  these  i 
were  ft  correct  copy  of  the  limitations  in  the  deed, 
should  have  called  the  officer  of  the  Court  to  prove 
fact.  But  taking  it  that  Mr.  Darnel  read  the  deed  ai 
for  the  officer  of  the  Court,  it  would  not  be  binding  ' 
third  parties.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  statement  of  the  offio 
the  Court  would  not  be  evidence,  unless  it  was  a  < 
between  the  same  parties.]  The  present  defendant 
not  a  party  to  the  former  action. 

Next,  with  respect  to  the  fine.  The  first  objectic 
that  there  was  not  proper  evidence  of  it.  The  tsnA 
produced  vraa  a  copy  of  the  chirograph,  and  an  ezan 
ocffy  of  the  proclamations.  It  is  admitted  that  mi  exam 
copy  of  the  jnoclamations  would  be  evidence  of  the  proc 


(o)  1  Ad.  ft  EIL  31 ;  4  Ner.  &  Man.  S61. 
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tttions;  but  it  is  not  evidence  of  the  fine.  To  prove  the  Etek.  rf  PUas, 
fine,  the  chirograph  should  be  produced.  The  usual  viode 
is,  to  produce  the  chirograph,  and  prove  an  examined  copy 
of  the  proclamations.  The  former  is  the  only  proper  evi- 
dence ol  the  fine;  wd  this  evidence  was  therefore  impror 
perly  reorived. 

Then  as  to  the  effect  of  the  fine. — ^The  parties  to  it  were 
John  HitebeU  and  James  Chartres  plaintiffs,  and  Arthur 
Gramer  Miller  deforciant;  and  there  being  nothing  to 
ahew  that  A.  O.  Miller  had  executed  the  power  of  appcnnt- 
ment,  and  acquired  the  fee  by  that  means,  it  was  sought  to 
prove,  that,  as  this  fine  worked  a  discontinuance,  there  had 
been  an  express  declaration  of  the  use  to  A.  G.  Miller  in 
ke.  For  which  purpose  the  deed  of  1802  firom  A.  6.  Miller 
to  Johnsoin,  conveying  praperty  held  under  the  same  title, 
leeiting  both  the  fine  and  the  settlement,  was  put  in  evir 
ideiice,  and  it  was  said  that  this  was  good  secondary  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  the  settlement,  and  connected  the  fine 
and  settlement  together,  and  shewed  that  by  the  settle- 
ment the  uses  of  the  fine  were  declared  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee. 
But  there  was  no  evidenoe  of  the  custody  from  whidi  this 
deed  was  produced,  and  it  was  therefore  not  receivable  in 
*fidence;  and  further,  the  defendant  was  no  party  to  it,  nor 
.daimed  under  it,  but  was  a  perfect  stranger.  Again,  even 
though  the  evidence  of  the  fine  should  be  held  sufficient, 
there  was  no  legal  evidenoe  <of  any  declaration  of  uses  at 
all;  nor  anything  to  shew  that  A.  G.  Miller  had  acquired 
the  fee  by  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment.  But 
then  it  is  said  that  there  would  be  a  resulting  use  in  favour 
{(^  A. G.Miller,  and  a  fee  created  by  wrong,  liable  only  to  be 
defeated  by  the  remainderman  bringing  a  real  action.  But 
there  is  no  authority  to  shew,  that  where  there  is  an 
:e8tate  tail,  with  xemaindera  over,  and  a  fine  levied,  but  no 
deed  to  declare  the  uses,  the  tenant  in  tail  takes  back  any 
larger  estate  than  he  had  before.    The  distinction  is  be- 

i2 
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Exek.  of  piMt,  tween  the  eflFect  of  tifine  and  that  of  a  recovery  — €l  fine 
^^^'  ^  does  not  destroy  the  remainders,  though  it  may  displace 
them.  The  effect  of  a  recovery  is  to  give  to  the  recoveror 
a  rightful  fee-simple — not  a  wrongful  fee,  subject  to  be  de- 
feated, as  in  the  case  of  a  fine.  Then,  as  by  the  recovery 
the  remainders  over  are  wholly  destroyed,  it  is  held,  that  as 
there  is  no  deed  to  lead  the  uses,  the  use  results  to  the 
recoveror  in  fee.  But  in  the  case  of  a  fine,  no  rightful  es- 
tate in  fee  is  created,  and  therefore  the  use  results  accord- 
ing to  the  old  estate.  [Parke,  B. — In  whom  would  the  use 
be?]  In  the  parties  entitled  under  the  old  uses.  The  doctrine 
of  resulting  uses  is  fully  stated  in  Cruise's  Digest,  where 
it  is  said  (a) : — ''  Before  the  Statute  of  Uses,  if  a  person  had 
conveyed  his  lands  to  another,  without  any  consideration, 
or  declaration  of  the  uses  of  such  conveyance,  he  became 
entitled  to  the  use  or  pernancy  of  the  profits  of  the  land 
thus  conveyed.  This  doctrine  was  not  altered  by  that 
statute;  and  therefore  it  became  an  established  principle, 
that  where  the  legal  seisin  and  possession  of  lands  is  trans- 
ferred by  any  common  law  conveyance  or  assurance,  and 
no  use  is  expressly  declared,  nor  any  consideration  or  evi- 
dence of  intent,  to  direct  the  use,  such  use  shall  result 
back  to  the  owner  of  the  estate.''  In  the  case  of  a  reco- 
very suffered,  the  rightful  fee-simple  is  vested  in  the  re- 
coveror— ^not  a  mere  right  liable  to  be  defeated  by  action, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  fine.  It  is  also  said  in  the  same  work  {p) : 
— ''It  was  determined  in  a  modem  case,"  (alluding  to 
Boe  V.  Popham  (c) )  "  where  a  fine  was  levied  by  a  tenant 
for  life,  together  with  the  remainderman  in  tail  and  the 
reversioner  in  fee,  and  a  declaration  of  uses  was  executed 
by  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman  in  toil  only, 
that  the  use  of  the  reversion  in  fee  resulted  \o  the  rever- 
sioner."   It  was  formerly  held,  that  in  the  case  even  of  a 

(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  370,  8.  19.  (b)  Vol.  1,  378,  s.  31. 

(c)  Douglas,  25. 
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recovery,  the  assurance  enured  to  the  old  uses.  "When  ^c*.  ^  pum, 
a  tenant  in  tail  suffered  a  common  recovery  of  his  estate, 
by  which  it  was  converted  into  a  fee-simple,  without  de- 
claring any  uses  thereof,  it  has  been  doubted  whether  thd 
use  which  resulted  to  him  be  in  fee  tail  or  fee-simple. 
The  language  of  the  old  books  is,  that  where  there  is 
feofiment,  fine,  or  recovery,  without  consideration  or  de- 
claration of  uses,  these  assurances  shall  enure  to  the 
old  uses  (a)/'  The  contrary  was  indeed  admitted  and 
established  in  the  case  of  Nightingale  v.  Earl  Ferrers  (i), 
with  respect  to  a  recovery,  and  has  since  been  confirmed 
by  the  modem  authorities,  as  stated  in  Cruise's  Digest  (c). 
The  author  there  quotes  the  words  of  IjariHardttncke — "  a 
common  recovery  will  bar  the  entail,  though  there  is  no 
deed  to  lead  the  uses;  because  it  is  in  respect  of  the  satis- 
&ction  of  estate  in  value,  which  creates  the  bar : "  and 
also  of  Lee^  C.  J.,  who  said,  "It  is  the  use  of  the  fee- 
simple  that  passes  to  the  recoveror  from  tenant  in  tail,  and 
which  results  to  him  and  his  heirs  if  no  use  is  declared/' 
That  is  with  respect  to  a  recovery.  Then,  with  respect  to 
a  fine,  Mr.  Cruise  goes  on  to  observe : — "It  follows  from  the 
above  principles,  that  where  a  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine 
without  any  declaration  of  uses,  he  acquired  a  base  fee  de- 
scendible to  his  heirs,  as  long  as  he  had  heirs  of  his  body; 
and  in  the  case  of  Roe  v.  Popham,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  Court  reasoned  in  that  manner ;  for,  upon  the 
death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  without  issue,  the  person  who 
had  the  reversion  in  fee  was  held  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  estate."  [Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  that 
is  a  base  fee,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word.  It  is  not  de- 
terminable  on  failure  of  issue  simply,  but  on  failure  of 
issue  onJ  of  the  remaindermen  bringing  their  action  of  for- 
medon.     The  resulting  use  must  go  where  the  legal  estate 

(a)  Cnii«.  Dig.,  vol.  1,  378,  s.  55.         (b)  3  P.  Wms.  207. 

(c)  Vol.  1,  p.  379,  8.  60. 
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Ettk.  Bf  Pleat,  goesO  The  only  effect  of  a  fine  U  to  create  a  disconti 
t.  *?•  .  ance  of  tbe  remainders  over,  leaTing  the  remaindermei 
Dob  thf^  action.  With  respect  to  the  aathorities  which  h 
been  cited,  the  case  of  Armttrot^  t.  Wolaey  (a)  is  the  c 
one  vhich  relates  to  a  fine,  and  it  was  there  held,  thi 
fine  levied  without  any  consideratioii  or  uses  decla 
shsll  enure  to  the  old  nse,  in  whomsoever  it  was.  H 
is  no  authority  for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  contrary, 
the  other  cases  cited  were  cases  of  recoveries,  which 
distingnii^ble  on  tiie  grounds  already  stated.  \Pa 
B. — ^The  conosee  gives  uo  conrideration,  and  takes 
use.  The  question  is,  whether  the  nse  does  not  re 
to  the  conusor,  until  a  real  action  is  brought  by 
remainderman.  The  estate  tail  becomes  a  fee  by 
levying  of  the  fine,  and  a  new  estate  results  to  the  conn 
Is  not  that  analogous  to  the  case  of  a  recovery ;  the  cc 
sor  is  in,  not  according  to  the  old  estate,  but  of  an  ea 
M  altered  sub  modo  by  the  fine  ?]  In  the  one  case  tl 
is  a  rightful  modification  of  the  estate ;  in  the  other  ti 
is  a  fee  created  by  wrong.  Where  it  is  a  rightM  fee, : 
easy  to  understand  that  the  Courts  should  say  the  UM 
suited ;  bat  not  where  there  is  a  wrongful  fee — no  righ 
estate  at  all.  [Rolfe,  B. — Has  the  party  not  the  same  rigli 
estate,  until  a  real  action  ia  bronght,  in  the  one  case  as 
other?]  The  effect  of  the  fine  is  merely  to  bar  the  es 
tail.  In  Sanders  on  Uses  (fi),  there  is  the  following  pass 
which  follows  the  one  already  quoted  on  the  other  aidt 
"  Where  A.  hx  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  in 
with  remiunder  to  A.  in  fee,  and  A.  and  B.  levy  a 
without  declaring  the  uses  of  it ;  it  should  seem  that 
use  would  result  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B. 
his  heirs  so  long  as  he  shall  have  issue,  and  in  def^u 
his  issue  to  A.  and  his  heirs.  Bat  I  am  not  aware  i 
the  point  has  been  determined."  Undoubtedly,  it  mus 


(o)  2  Will.  1 


(i)  P.  102. 
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admitted  that  there  both  A,  ancl  B,  were  parties  to  the  E^teh.  rf  pisat, 
fine.  In  Martin  ?•  Strachan  {a),  Lee^  C.  J.,  says,  "  A  fine  ^  ^^^ 
operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  estate  tail,  and  passes 
a  base  or  a  qualified  fee;  but  a  common  recovery  does 
not  operate  in  that  manner;  for  a  common  recovery  passes 
not  a  base  fee^  but  a  full,  absolute,  unlimited,  and  rightful 
fee,  and  is  to  be  considered  as  the  proper  conveyance  of 
a  tenant  in  tail,  and  passes  the  fee  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  fee  is  passed  by  a  feoffment  of  tenant  in  fee."  There 
is  no  direct  decision  in  point ;  but  it  will  be  for  the  Court 
to  determine  whether,  there  being  no  declaration  of  uses, 
the  fine  gives  the  conusor,  ^ot  an  estate  according  to  the 
old  uses,  but  a  new  estate  in  fee,  K  the  fine  did  not  ope- 
rate to  vest  an  estate  in  fee  in  A.  6.  Miller,  then  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  are  not  entitled  to  recover.  There  is  no 
evidence  to.  shew  who  the  defendants  are.  Suppose  they 
were  the  parties  in  remainder ;  the  heirs  of  Arthur  Grramer 
Miller  could  not  bring  an  action,  and  turn  them  out 
of  possession.  [PorAre,  B. — ^Yes: — ^the  old  doctrine  of  re- 
mitter does  not  apply.]  It  was  so  held  in  Doe  d.  Cooper 
V.  Unch  {b) ;  but  there  is  another  objection  to  this  fine 
having  the  effect  contended  for,  which  is  this :  a  use  can 
result  only  from  some  conveyance  firom  which  it  appears 
that  no  consideration  was  paid ;  but  the  copy  of  the  chiro- 
graph of  this  fine  states  on  the  face  of  it,  that  a  sum  of 
£1100  was  paid  by  the  conusees  to  the  conusor,  and  whe- 
ther this  sum  was  actually  paid  or  not,  or  was  merely  nomi- 
nal, this  copy  being  the  only  evidence  of  the  fine  before 
the  Court,  the  plaintiffs  are  estopped  fi-om  asserting,  and 
the  Court  are  unable  to  infer,  that  this  fine  was  without 
consideration.  The  whole  doctrine  of  resulting  uses  is 
founded  upon  this,  that  the  document  from  which  it  arises 
expresses  no  consideration.  As  this  fine  expresses  a  con- 
sideration to  have  been  paid,  the  legal  estate,  in  the  absence 

(a)  5  T.  R.  107,  n.  (6)  4  B.  &  Adol.  483 ;  1  Nev.  &  M.  130. 
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&eA.  ^  Pleat,  of  an  express  declaration  of  uses^  remains  in  Mitchell  and 
^^'  ^  Chartres^  the  conusees.  In  Sheppard's  Touchstone  (a), 
speaking  of  the  effect  of  a  bargain  and  sale^  it  is  said^  ''There 
must  be  some  valuable  consideration  in  money  or  money's 
worth  given,  or  at  least  expressed  to  be  given,  for  the  land/' 
"If  the  deed  make  mention  of  money  paid,  as  in  consider- 
ation of  iSlOO  or  the  like,  and  in  truth  no  money  is  paid, 
yet  the  bargain  and  sale  is  good.  And  no  averment  will 
lie  against  this,  which  is  expressly  affirmed  by  the  deed/' 
In  Armstrong  v.  Wolaey,  which  is  relied  upon  by  the 
other  side,  the  fine  is  expressly  stated  to  have  been  levied 
without  consideration.  \Parke,  B. — The  objection  at  the 
trial  was,  that  the  trustees  under  the  settlement  had  the 
legal  estate.  We  ought  not  to  allow  this  objection  now, 
as  it  might  have  been  removed  if  it  had  been  taken  at 
the  trial.]  This  objection  could  not  have  been  made  at  the 
trial,  because  the  resulting  use  upon  the  fine  was  not  then 
relied  upon.  That  point  is  first  made  in  shewing  cause 
against  this  rule;  and  the  objection,  that  no  use  results, 
is  only  an  answer  to  the  argument  which  the  plaintiffs  now 
raise  as  to  the  effect  of  the  fine. 

Then  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27, 
with  respect  to  the  remedies  which  the  remaindermen 
now  have.  That  act  having,  by  the  36th  section,  abolished 
all  writs  of  right,  and  by  the  2nd  section  limited  the  trial  of 
titles  to  land  to  actions  of  ejectment,  has  virtually  abolished 
the  distinction  which  existed  under  the  law  as  it  formerly 
stood,  between  the  right  to  the  property  and  the  right  to 
the  possession.  And  as  the  rights  of  the  remaindermen 
to  the  property  are  clearly  not  barred  by  the  fine,  and 
they  can  only  bring  ejectment,  it  is  submitted  that  if  they 
can  now  maintain  ejectment,  the  present  lessors  cannot; 
for  two  persons  cannot  be  entitled  at  the  same  time  to  the 
possession  of  the  same  estate  by  different  titles,  as  that 

(a)  P.  222. 
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would  be  to  make  the  defendant  liable  more  than  once  for  Exeh,  of  PUat 
the  same  trespass.  ^.Iff^ 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^In  this  case  the  Court  have  already  inti- 
mated their  opinion,  that  there  should  be,  at  all  events,  a 
Bew  trial  on  payment  of  costs,  in  order  that  the  question, 
whether  the  Millers  of  London,  the  silkmen,  were  de- 
scended from  Thomas,  a  younger  son  of  the  common  an- 
cestor, may  be  more  fiilly  considered ;  it  having  been  too 
hastily  taken  for  granted  by  the  jury  on  the  former  trial. 
'  But  it  was  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
that  he  was  entitled  to  a  nonsuit  or  new  trial,  on  the  ob- 
jections in  point  of  law. 

These  objections  were  several. 

Rrst,  that  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  was  inadmissible. 

Secondly,  that  evidence  of  the  speech  of  counsel  on  a 
former  trial  of  the  same  title  was  inadmissible. 

Thirdly,  that  the  evidence  of  the  fine  was  insufficient. 

Fourthly,  that  if  the  fine  was  proved,  the  heir  at  law  of 
Arthur  Gramer  Miller  had  no  title. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  dispose  of  each  of  these  objec- 
tions. 

As  to  the  first,  it  appeared  that  the  original  settlement 
was  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Stafford  Baxter,  attorney  for  a 
Mr.  Weetman,  but  he  did  not  hold  it  merely  as  attorney, 
but  as  a  security  for  money  advanced  by  him  to  his  client. 
Mr.  Baxter,  when  caUed  upon  on  a  subpoena  duces  tecum, 
refused  to  produce  the  deed ;  and  Lord  Denman  was  of 
opinion  that  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  was  then 
admissible,  and  in  that  opinion  we  entirely  concur. 

The  rule  on  that  subject  is,  that  the  law  excludes  such 
evidence  of  facts,  as  from  the  nature  of  the  thing  supposes 


122  CASXS   IN   THE    BXCHEQUEftj 

Exch.  of  PUoft  still  better  evidence  in  the  party's  possession  or  power  (a) ; 

which  rule  is  founded  on  a  sort  of  presumption  that  there 
is  something  in  the  evidence  withheld  which  makes  against 
the  party  producing  it.  But  if  such  evidence  is  shewn  to 
be  unattainable^  the  presumption  ceases^  and  the  inferior 
evidence  is  admissible.  If  therefore  a  deed  be  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  adverse  party^  and  not  produced^  or  lost  and 
destroyed^  no  matter  whether  by  the  adverse  party  or  notj 
secondary  evidence  is  clearly  admissible ;  and  if  the  deed 
be  in  the  possession  of  a  third  person^  who  is  not  by  law 
compellable  to  produce  it^  and  he  refuses  to  do  so,  the 
result  is  the  same,  for  the  original  is  then  unattainable  by 
the  party  offering  the  secondary  evidence.  And  this  ia 
one  of  the  points  ruled  in  the  case  of  Maraton  v.  Downes  (b). 
But  it  was  suggested,  I  believe  by  the  Court,  on  the  mo- 
tion for  a  rule  nisi  in  this  case,  that  though  the  attorney 
might  refuse  to  disclose  a  title  deed  or  instrument  which 
was  confided  to  him  by  his  client,  the  client  might  not; 
and,  until  he  was  subpoenaed  to  produce  the  instrument 
and  refused  to  do  so,  all  was  not  done  which  might  be 
done  to  shew  the  original  evidence  unattainable.  It  be- 
comes, however,  unnecessary  to  consider  that  point,  for 
two  reasons : — first,  because  here  the  attorney  had  a  title 
of  his  own  to  the  deed,  and  lawfuUy  refused  to  produce  it, 
and  the  party  is  not  bound  to  buy  up  that  title,  and  pay 
the  amount  for  which  the  attorney  holds  the  title  deed : 
and  secondly,  because,  if  the  objection  had  been  taken  at 
the  trial,  it  might  have  been  cured  by  calling  Mr.  Weet* 
man  himself,  who  was  in  Court. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  species  of  secondaiy 
evidence  admitted  was  by  law  admissible.  It  was  this. 
In  an  argument  of  the  junior  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
on  a  former  trial  of  the  same  title,  the  contents  of  the 
deed  of  settlement  had  been  stated;  and  that  statement 

(a)  Phiil  on  £vid.  437.  (6)  1  Ad.  &  £U.  31;  4  Nev.  &  Man.  861. 
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had  been  received  by  Lord  Dernnan  as  proof  of  those  Exeh,  of  puat, 
oontents.  It  appears,  however,  from  his  lordship's  report,  ^  1840.^ 
that  the  deed  was  produced  on  the  former  trial,  and  that 
the  coiinsel  stated  its  contents  instead  of  its  being  read  by 
the  oflicer;  and  the  statement  of  the  junior  counsel,  as 
copied  by  the  short-hand  writer,  was  admitted  as  secondary 
evidence.  If  then,  the  reading  by  the  officer  of  the  docu- 
ment would  have  been  secondary  evidence,  the  statement 
of  counsel  was  so.  But  we  are  of  opinion,  that  such  evi- 
dence was  not  receivable :  for  supposing  what  was  read  by 
the  officer  would  have  been  admissible,  if  the  parties  to 
the  suit  had  been  the  same,  (a  proposition  which  is  very 
q[iie8tionable),  here  the  parties  were  not  the  same ;  for  the 
defendant,  against  whom  this  evidence  was  received,  was 
no  party  to  the  former  suit. 

It  was  then  contended  on  the  ai^ument  before  us,  that 
as  inadmissible  evidence  had  been  received,  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  a  new  trial  without  the  payment  of  costs. 
But  we  are  of  opinion,  that  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  he  was  not. .  K  this  part  of  the  case  had  been 
submitted  as  a  question  of  &ct  for  the  jury,  and  improper 
evidence  had  been  left  to  their  consideration,  the  defend- 
ant would  certainly  have  been  entitled  to  a  new  trial: 
hut  this  was  not  the  case,  for  this  question  was  withdrawn 
from  them;  and  Lord  Denman  reports,  that  '^  all  the  ob- 
jections and  exceptions  were  reserved  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer .''  As  no  such  reservation  could 
have  taken  place  without  the  implied  assent  of  both  sides, 
we  consider  ourselves  as  called  upon,  by  mutual  consent, 
to  decide  upon  all  the  technical  points,  whether  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  are  entitled  to  recover  or  not;  and  if  the 
legal  evidence  shews  the  title  to  be  in  the  heir  at  law  of 
Arthur  Gramer  Miller^  we  ought  so  to  decide,  disregard- 
ing the  immaterial  evidence  which  has  been  improperly 
received.  And  we  think  that,  upon  the  other  evidence, 
Hie  title  was  shewn  to  be  in  A.  O.  Miller  in  fee.    By  the 
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Exch,  of  Pieoi,  will  of  his  father,  the  Rev.  A.  Miller,  in  1779,  the  estate 
^^^'  ^  was  left  to  A.  G.  Miller  for  life,  remainder  as  he  should 
by  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  appointment^ 
remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders  over. 
The  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  power  of  appointment 
having  been  given,  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  proceeded 
to  make  out  a  title  in  another  way,  by  virtue  of  a  fine 
levied  by  A.  G.  Miller,  with  proclamations,  in  1790.  The 
evidence  given  was  not  the  chirograph,  but  an  examined 
copy  of  the  record  of  the  fine,  and  of  the  record  of  procla- 
mations. The  former  was  objected  to,  but  the  objection 
was  overruled,  and  we  think  properly  overruled;  because 
the  chirograph  is  but  itself,  in  contemplation  of  law,  a 
copy  of  the  original  record  delivered  out  by  the  chiro- 
grapher,  who  is  authorized  to  make  and  deliver  out  to  the 
parties  such  a  copy;  but  an  examined  copy  of  the  original 
record  is  as  good  as  one  certified  by  the  ofScer.  This 
point,  indeed,  was  not  raised  on  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial. 

It  was  then  proposed  by  the  lessprs  of  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  fine,  by  proving  a 
deed  of  conveyance  in  1802,  from  A.  G.  Miller  to  a  pur- 
chaser of  a  part  of  his  estate,  reciting  the  fine,  and  stating 
that  it  had  been  levied  to  the  use  of  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee. 
This  document  was  received  in  evidence,  and  no  objection 
taken  to  its  admissibility,  either  on  the  trial  or  motion  for 
the  rule  nisi.  The  argument,  therefore,  of  Sir  mUiam 
FoUett,  that  it  was  not  admissible  at  all,  comes  too  late. 
Assuming  the  deed  to  be  admitted,  it  is  proof  of  a  decla- 
ration of  the  uses  of  the  fine  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee ;  and 
the  question  is,  what  estate  A.  G.  Miller  took  by  that  fine 
and  declaration  of  uses. 

It  is  contended  by  Mr.  Daniel,  that  on  the  face  of  the 
fine  itself,  there  was  a  statement  of  a  consideration,  name- 
ly, £1100  and  upwards,  given  by  the  conusees;  and  that 
this  was  evidence  against  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
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prove  that  a  valuable  consideration  was  given,  and  if  so,  Kteh,  of  PUai, 
that  no  use  would  result  to  the  conusor.    But  assuming  * 

this  to  be  true,  the  deed  of  1802  is  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  use  was  declared  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee ;  and  conse- 
quently the  case  is  to  be  considered  as  if  the  use  had 
been  so  declared. 

What  then  was  the  effect  of  the  fine,  with  such  a  declara- 
tion ?  As  Arthur  G.Miller  was  tenant  for  life,  with  a  power 
of  appointment,  remainder  in  default  of  appointment  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  and  as  we  assume  no  appointment  to 
have  been  made,  he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  and 
consequently,  without  doubt,  his  fine  operated  as  a  discon- 
tinuance, and  turned  the  remainders  over  into  mere  rights 
of  action.  And  the  estate  taken  by  the  conusor,  by  virtue 
of  the  fine  and  declaration  of  uses,  was  not  a  base  fee,  or 
determinable  fee  on  failure  of  issue  inheritable  under  the 
original  estate  tail,  but  strictly  and  properly  a  fee- simple, 
defeasible  by  the  remainder-men  in  tail,  by  bringing  a  real 
action  (a).  It  follows  that,  until  defeated  by  that  mode, 
the  fee-simple  continues  in  and  descends  from  the  conusor, 
and  therefore,  if  in  this  case  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
were  the  heirs  at  law,  they  were  entitled  to  recover. 

The  late  Real  Property  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  47,  does  not 
appear  to  raise  any  question  in  this  case.  The  rights  of 
the  remaindermen  to  a  formedon  are  preserved  by  the 
S8th  section. 

The  result  is,  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial  on  payment 
of  costs :  and  as  this  is  not  a  matter  ex  debito  justitise,  we 
impose  the  terms  on  the  defendant  of  admitting,  on  the 
new  trial,  that  A.  G.  Miller  was  seised  in  fee  at  the  time  of 
his  death ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  witnesses,  their 
evidence  is  to  be  read  from  the  Judge's  notes,  if  the  party 
offering  the  evidence  shall  think  fit. 

Eule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  Seymours  Case,  10  Rep.  96  a. 
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Sxeh.  Ckambert 
184a 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBEK. 


{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer.) 

Vyse  V,  Wakefield. 

A.  WRIT  of  error  having  been  brouglit  on  Ite  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  this  case  {a),  it  now  came  on 
for  argument.  The  Courts  however,  on  reading  the  record, 
were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  an  averment  of  notice 
to  the  defendant  that  the  policy  had  been  effected  was 
necessary  to  make  the  dedaration  good,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment must  be  aflSrmed. 

Judgment  afiSrmed. 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  442. 


MEMORANDUM. 

IN  this  Vacation  William  Glover,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  and  Stephen  Gaselee,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 
were  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  and  gave  rings, — ^the 
former  with  the  motto— ''Regina  et  lege  gaudet  serviens  i*' 
the  latter  with  the  motto—"  Nee  tcmere  nee  timide.*' 


END   OP   TRINITY    VACATION. 
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ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN 


l%e  €onvt»  of  ISxdftt^uc r» 


AND 


i&x^ttmtv  €imittv. 
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Christf  v.  Tancred^  Finlay,  and  Two  Others.  1340^ 

A.SSXJMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation.  The  defendants  a.  let  premises 
Tancred  and  Pinlay  pleaded  non  assnmpsenint ;  the  other  b.,c!,d.,&e., 
defendants  suffered  judgment  to  goby  default.  At  the  trial  J^^^'  Jnding^at 
before  Lord  Abinger.  C.  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  MidBummcr, 

_       .  if     f  y  &  1889,  with  a 

Trinity  Term^  it  appeared  that  the  defendants,  who  were  protriso  that  if, 
directora  of  the  '*  Trades'  Union  Bank/'  personally  agreed  fcMt  before  the 
with  the  plaintiff;  on  the  12th  of  July,  1838,  to  take  from  |J7'^^^**;  ^^. 
Irim  certain  premises  in  Gracechurch-street,  from  the  Mid-  q«c«t  were 
sammer  preceding,  for  one  year  certain,  with  a  proviso  effect,  A.  would 
that  if,  a  month  at  least  before  the  termination  of  the  Si^*f^*wven 

fourteen,  or 
twenty-one  years.  The  lessees  were  directors  of  a  joint  stock  bank,  and  occupied  the  premises 
tar  the  purpose  of  its  business.  B.  ceased  to  be  a  director  in  January,  and  C.  in  March,  1839. 
On  the  81st  of  May,  the  solicitor  of  the  directors  applied  to  A.  to  renew  the  tenancy  for  another 
year  to  the  then  directors;  but  no  agreement  to  that  effect  was  finally  executed.  On  the  20th 
of  June,  the  solicitor  applied  for  a  renewal  of  the  agreement  for  a  quarter  of  a  year ;  to  which 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  23rd,  replied  "  that  he  should  consider  of  it"  Nothing  further  passed  be- 
tween the  parties,  but  at  the  Michaelmas  following  the  premises  were  delivered  up  to  A.  :— 
BeU,  that  the  four  original  lessees  were  liable  to  A,  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  for 
the  rent  of  the  quarter  from  Midsummer  to  Michaehnas. 
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Exeh.  of  puat,  year,  a  request  were  made  to  the  plaintiff  to  that  effect, 
"  ^  "  ^^^  plaintiff  would  grant  the  defendants  a  lease  for  seven, 
Christt  fourteen,  or  twenty-one  years.  The  defendant  Tancred 
Tarcred.  ceased  to  be  a  director  in  January,  and  the  defendant 
Finlay  in  March,  1839.  The  premises  continued  to  be 
occupied  by  the  directors  for  the  time  being,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  business  of  the  Bank,  until  the  31st  of 
May,  1839,  on  which  day  they  made  an  application  to  the 
plaintiff  through  their  solicitor,  to  renew  the  tenancy  for 
another  year,  on  the  same  terms  as  before,  and  said  '^  the 
names  would  be  different. ^^  On  the  13th  of  June  the 
plaintiff^s  solicitor  replied,  that  no  objection  would  be 
made,  and  required  to  have  the  names  of  the  proposed 
lessees  furnished  to  him.  This  was  done,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitor,  a  few  days  afterwards,  sent  a  draft  agree- 
ment for  a  lease  for  perusal  by  the  solicitor  of  the  direc- 
tors, with  the  names  of  the  then  directors  inserted  as  the 
lessees.  This  agreement,  however,  was  not  executed,  and 
on  the  20th  of  June,  the  solicitor  of  the  directors  applied 
to  the  plaintiff  to  know  if  he  would  renew  the  agreement 
with  them  for  a  quarter  of  a  year  longer,  (the  directors 
being  then  in  negotiation  for  another  house).  On  the 
23rd  an  answer  was  returned  by  the  plaintiff,  that  ''he 
should  consider  of  it.''  Nothing  further  occurred  between 
the  parties  until  the  following  Michaelmas,  when  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  was  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff. 
This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  quarter's  rent  due 
at  Michaelmas,  1839.  It  was  contended  for  the  defend- 
ants, that  they  were  not  liable  in  this  action,  which  was 
brought  for  rent  accruing  due  after  the  period  for  which 
they  had  contracted  with  the  plaintiff,  and  after  they  had 
ceased  jointly  to  occupy.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  over- 
ruled the  objection,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff, damages  £105. 

Crowder  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. — ^This  was  an  action,  not  against  the  parties 
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who  actually  occupied;  bat   against  the  parties  to  the  Exch.  of  PUas, 
original   agreement  for  one  year,  as  having  held  over,     .    ^^^'  ^ 
after  the  expiration  of  that  period,  on  the  terms  of  the       Christy 
agreement.     Under  the  circumstances,  there  was  no  legal      tancred. 
presumption  against  these  defendants,  so  as  to  render  them 
liable.    It  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  not  accepted  the  new  directors  as  tenants  for  the  quar- 
ter.    He  had  the  fullest  intimation  that  the  tenancy  of 
the  defendants  was  to  terminate  on  the  24th  of  June,  and 
that  the  other  parties  were  in  fact  in  possession.    It  can- 
not be  said  that  they  were  trespassers.     [Parke,  B. — Sup- 
pose there  had  been  no  negotiation  between  the  parties, 
and  some  of  the  defendants  had  continued  to  occupy,  they 
would  all  have  remained  liable.     It  is  their  duty,  at  the 
end  of  the  term,  to  give  up  the  tenancy :  if  by  themselves, 
or  by  sub-tenants,  or  joint-tenants,  they  remain  in,  they 
are  liable  as  holding  over.    The  question  then  is  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  negotiation.    Now  there  was  nothing  amount- 
ing to  a  contract:    nothing  was    decided   on.     If  the 
plaintiff    had    absolutely    accepted    the    names    of   the 
new  directors   as   tenants,   only  reserving  the  terms,  it 
would  have  been  different.]      What  defence  would  the 
parties  who  actually  occupied  have  had  to   an   action 
finr   use  and  occupation?      [Parke,  B. — ^It  does  not  at 
all  follow  that  the  landlord  might  not  recover  against 
the  jmrties  actually  occupying;  he  may  waive  the  tres- 
pass,  and  go  against  them  fpr  the  actual  enjoyment  of 
the  land.]     Surely  not,  when  he  has  a  remedy  against 
other  parties. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  6. — ^I  think  there  is  no  weight  in 
the  objection..  These  parties  were  in  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenants,  until  the  expiration  of  the  lease;  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  negotiation  for  a  fresh  lease, 
pending  that  demise,  is  sufficient  to  preclude  the  landlord 
from  proceeding  against  those  who  held  over.    This  was  a 

VOL.  VII.  K  M,  w. 
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EMch,  of  Pleat,  mere  proposal  for  the  plaintiff's  acceptance ;  there  was 
'■  -     nothing  amounting  to  an  agreement. 

Fabke^  B. — It  is  clear  that  the  original  parties  to  this 
agreement  continued  liable  for  the  rent  as  tenants  holding 
over,  unless  there  was  a  new  agreement  by  the  landlord  to 
accept  other  persons  as  his  tenants  in  their  stead.  The 
duty  of  a  tenant  in  this  respect  is  clearly  laid  down  by 
Lord  Kenyan,  in  Harding  v.  Crethome  (a) :  "  When  a  lease 
is  expired,  the  tenant^s  responsibility  is  not  at  an  end;  for 
if  the  premises  are  in  the  possession  of  an  under-tenantj 
the  landlord  may  refuse  to  accept  the  possession,  and  hold 
the  original  lessee  liable ;  for  the  lessor  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  absolute  possession  at  the  end  of  the  term.  But 
it  may  be  proved  that  the  lessor  had  accepted  the  under- 
tenant as  his  tenant/'  The  only  question  therefore  is^ 
whether  there  was  in  this  case  any  evidence  of  an  agree- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  to  accept  the  new  parties  as  his 
tenants  in  place  of  the  old.  If  the  negotiation  had  been 
so  far  final  as  that  he  agreed  to  accept  the  names  at 
all  events,  although  the  rent  and  other  terms  of  the  ten- 
ancy were  to  be  afterwards  settled,  that  might  be  suffi- 
cient to  put  an  end  to  the  liability  of  the  original  lessees* 
But  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  agreement  to  accept  any 
particular  persons  on  any  defined  terms,  or  of  any  com- 
plete bargain  at  all,  but  only  of  a  proposal  for  a  tenancy 
on  certain  terms,  which  never  came  to  anything  more. 
It  is  therefore  the  simple  case  of  the  lessees  holding  over 
by  their  under-tenants,  and  consequently  they  continue 
liable. 

GuRNEY,  B,,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  1  Esp.  57. 
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E*ch.  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Doe  rf.  Elizabeth  Davy  v.  Oxenham.  """^ ' 

JbiJECTMENT  for  a  house  and  garden.     At  the  trial  Where  a  lessor 

before  Coleridge,  J.  at  the  last  Devon  assizes^  it  appeared  fesw^  during 

fhRt  one  Richard  Bowden,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  premi-  ofX^e^'irto 

sea  in  question,  in  the  year  1795  demised  them  to  Thomas  pay  no  'ent  for 

...  twenty  years, 

Durham  and  Ann  Duxham  for  ninety-nine  years^  if  three  the  lessor  is  not 
persons  named  in  the  lease,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  red'*by'the*'" 
them,  should  so  long  live,  reserving  an  annual  rent  of  £38.  J^'-  J**  Y*^ 
In  1815,  John  Davy  acquired  the  fee  in  the  premises,  and  from  recovering 
on  his  death  they  descended  to  his  heir  at  law,  George  Davy,  ejectment  The 
▼ho,  in  1825,  devised  them  to  Elizabeth  Davy,  the  lessor  i^the^ufte^'r '**" 
of  tlie  plaintiff,  in  fee.   In  the  year  1802,  Ann  Duxham,  the  b>*anc*»  of  the 

.-11  ^^^  section, 

surviving  lessee  under  the  lease  of  1795,  assigned  the  pre-  which,  in  the 

mises  to  the  defendant,  who  paid  the  rent  until  1815,  when  ^©r  imerest 

he  entered  into  an  agreement  with  John  Davy,  that  on  '"  J^f^* 

Davy's  being  allowed  to  make  certain  alterations  in  the  the  right  of 

premises,  he  should  not  call  on  the  defendant  for  payment  deemed  to  have 

of  any  further  rent  during  his  life.    The  defendant  accord-  then  it  be'ctme 

ingly  occupied  the  premises  without  payment  of  any  rent,  ^^  «*^*^®  **•*  »"- 

uitil  the  determination  of  the  lease  by  the  death  of  the  sion.    The  les- 

last  cestui  que  vie,  in  1837.     The  present  action  was  mayre^oveHn 

diereupon  commenced,  the  defendant  having  refused  to  ejectment  at 

*  '^  ^  any  time  within 

give  up  the  possession.    It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  twenty  years 
that  the  right  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  barred  by  mination  of  the 
the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  more  than  twenty  years  having  ^***®- 
elapBed  since  1815,  at  which  time  the  right  of  action,  by 
reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  rent,  first  accrued.    The 
learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defend- 
ant to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  statute  was  a  bar. 

Montague  Smith  now  moved  accordingly. — The  second 

k2 
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Exek,  of  Pleas,  scction  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4^  c.  27,  enacts,  ''that  no 
^^^'  .  person  shall  bring  an  action  to  recover  any  land  or  rent, 
but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the 
right  to  bring  sach  action  shall  have  first  accrued,^'  &c« 
The  third  defines  the  period  when  the  right  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  first  accrued  in  various  cases ;  which,  in  the 
case  of  an  estate  in  possession,  is  as  follows : — ''When  the 
person  chiiming  such  knd  or  rent,  or  some  person  through 
whom  he  claims,  shall,  in  respect  of  the  estate  or  interest 
claimed,  have  been  in  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the  pro- 
fits of  such  land,  or  in  receipt  of  such  rent,  and  shall, 
while  entitled  thereto,  have  been  dispossessed,  or  have  dis- 
continued  such  possession  or  receipt,  then  such  right  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  at  the  time  of  such  dis- 
possession or  discontinuance  of  possession,  or  at  the  last 
time  at  which  any  such  profits  or  rent  were  or  was  so  re- 
ceived/' Since  this  statute,  therefore,  if  a  landlord  choose 
to  suffer  his  tenant  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  land 
for  twenty  years  without  payment  of  rent,  and  without  hav- 
ing commenced  any  proceedings  against  him,  he  loses  his 
right  to  the  land.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  rent  reserved  under  the  lease,  and  therefore  must 
be  considered  as  a  party  who  "  while  entitled  thereto,  has 
discontinued  the  receipt  '^  thereof.  \BaJfe,  B. — Suppose  no 
rent  at  all  were  reserved  on  the  lease,  what  then  ?]  In 
that  case,  as  there  could  not  have  been  any  receipt  of 
the  rent  or  profits  of  the  land,  the  landlord  would  not 
be  barred  by  the  tenant's  continuing  in  possession  for 
twenty  years ;  but  where  the  landlord,  by  his  own  laches, 
allows  the  tenant  to  remain  in  possession  without  pay- 
ing  any  rent,  a  right  to  the  land  wiU  in  time  accrue  to 
the  tenant.  The  35th  section  also  provides,  that  the 
receipt  of  the  rent  payable  by  any  tenant  or  lessee,  shaU, 
as  against  such  lessee  or  any  person  claiming  under  him, 
be  deemed  to  be  the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  land,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act. 
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ParkSj  B. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  Bxek.  of  PUost 
granting  a  rule  in  this  case.  The  point  appears  to  me  to  ^  ^^^' 
be  perfectly  clear^  and  I  cannot  see  how  any  doubt  could 
have  been  entertained  on  the  subject.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  claims  an  estate  in  remainder,  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  a  lease  granted  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
these  persons  named  in  the  lease  should  so  long  live.  She 
has  but  the  right  of  possession  until  the  end  of  that  period, 
or  the  expiration  of  the  last  of  the  three  lives.  Her  case, 
therefore,  falls  within  the  latter  part  of  the  3rd  section  of 
the  act,  which  provides,  that  ''when  the  estate  or  interest 
claimed  shall  have  been  an  estate  or  interest  in  remainder 
or  reversion,  or  other  future  estate  or  interest,  and  no  per- 
son shall  have  obtained  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the 
profits  of  such  land,  or  the  receipt  of  such  rent,  in  respect 
of  such  estate  or  interest ,  then  such  right  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  first  accrued  at  the  time  when  such  estate  or 
interest  became  an  estate  or  interest  in  possession.'^  And 
the  9th  section  throws  light  on  this  subject.  It  enacts, 
that  ''when  any  person  shall  be  in  possession  or  in  receipt 
of  the  profits  of  any  land,  or  in  receipt  of  any  rent,  by 
virtue  of  a  lease  in  writing,  by  which  a  rent  amounting  to 
the  yearly  sum  of  20s.  shall  be  reserved,  and  the  rent  re- 
served by  such  lease  shall  have  been  received  by  some 
parson  wrongfully  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  such  land  or 
rent  in  reversion,  immediately  expectant  on  the  determi- 
nation of  such  lease,  and  no  payment  in  respect  of  the  rent 
leserved  by  such  lease  shall  afterwards  have  been  made  to 
the  person  rightfully  entitled  thereto,  the  right  of  the 
person  entitled  to  such  land  or  rent,  subject  to  such  lease, 
to  bring  an  action  after  the  determination  of  such  lease, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  at  the  time  at  which 
the  rent  reserved  by  such  lease  was  first  so  received  by  the 
person  wrongfully  claiming  as  aforesaid;  and  no  such  right 
than  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  upon  the  determina- 
tion of  such  lease  to  the  person  rightfully  entitled.^'    Here 


184 


CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUBB, 


Exeh.  of  PUas^  there  has  been  no  adverse  claim,  and  no  pajrment  of  rent 
^^^*  to  any  other  person ;  it  is  the  mere  case  case  of  a  landlord 
omitting  to  compel  his  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  reserved  by 
his  lease.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  manifestly  accrued  on 
the  determination  of  the  lease,  and  he  is  entitled  to  bring 
his  action  at  any  time  within  twenty  years  firom  that 
period. 


Aldebson,  B. — ^This  cannot  properly  be  called  a  discon- 
tinuance of  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  profits,  K  we 
were  to  construe  the  statute  according  to  the  defendant's 
view  of  it,  we  should  in  fact  determine,  that  a  landlord  who 
gets  no  rent  from  an  insolvent  tenant  for  twenty  years, 
thereby  loses  the  estate. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Williams  v.  Moulsdalb, 


In  debt  for  use    X  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  for  use  and  occupation,  with 


K^8  sold,  &C.  counts  for  goods  sold,  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated; 
iTefendant'^*'  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunquam  indebi- 
pleaded  nun-     tatus;  and,  sccoudly,  a  set-off  to  the  whole  declaration. 

qiiam  indebita-   ^^ 

tusandaset-ofl^  The  causc  Came  on  for  trial  at  the  last  Denbighshire  As* 
entered  at  nhi  ®^^>  whcn  it  was  agreed  that  a  verdict  should  be  taken 
Stfff'subject  ^^'  *^^  plaintiff  for  the  damages  in  the  declaration,  subject 
to  a  reference     to  a  reference  of  the  cause  to  an  arbitrator,  who  was  to  certifr 

of  the  cause  to       ,      _ 

an  arbitrator,  whether  the  vcrdict  80  entered  for  the  plaintiff  should  stand, 
tify*Jiiether7he  *"^^  ^^  ^  ^^^  what  amouut,  or  whcthcr  it  should  be  va- 

verdict  should 

stand,  and  for 

what  amount,  or  whether  it  should  be  vacated,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant.     The 

arbitrator  certified  that  the  verdict  should  be  vacated,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant 

on  both  issues : — HeU,  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  and  that  the  certificate  was  not  incon- 
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Gated,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant.    The  arbi-  EmH.  of  puas, 
trator  certified  that  the  verdict  should  be  vacated,  and  a    -   ,  ^      ^ 
verdict  entered  for  the  defendant  on  both  issues.  Williams 


MOOLSDALB. 


Townsend,  for  the  plaintiff,  now  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  certificate  of  the  arbitrator  should  not 
be  set  aside,  or  why  a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue. — ^This  certificate,  finding  for 
the  defendant  both  on  the  issue  of  set-off  and  on  that  of 
nnnquam  indebitatus,  is  inconsistent.  Fenion  v.  Dimes  {a) 
is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff.  That  was  an  action  of 
assumpsit,  to  which  there  were  pleas  of  non-assumpsit,  pay- 
ment, and  set-off.  The  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference 
were  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  who  directed  a  general  ver- 
dict to  be  entered  for  the  defendant.  The  Court  set  aside 
the  award,  on  the  ground  that  the  arbitrator,  having  found 
that  nothing  was  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
but  that  the  plaintiff  was  imder  an  obligation  to  him  in 
respect  of  the  set-off  claimed,  ought  to  have  found  the 
amount  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant;  and  that 
as  he  had  not  done  so,  his  award  was  inconsistent.  [Parke, 
B. — ^There  the  arbitrator  was  to  decide  all  matters  in 
difference  between  the  parties,  therefore  he  should  have 
found  the  balance :  here  the  only  matter  left  to  him  to 
decide  is,  how  the  issues  in  the  cause  are  to  be  found.] 
But  the  finding  is  inconsistent ;  since,  if  there  be  nothing 
owing  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  the  case  is  not 
within  the  statutes  of  set-off.  [Parke,  B. — Supposing 
nothing  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
£100  be  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  there  is 
no  inconsistency.  Suppose  there  were  no  plea  but  that  of 
8et-off,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  prove  that  the  defendant 
owed  him  anything,  and  the  defendant  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  owed  him  £100,  the  verdict  ought  to  be  entered 

(a)  Q.  B.,  Trin.  T.  1840;  not  yet  reported. 
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Exek.  qf  Pleat,  for  the  defendant.    There  each  issne  is  to  be  considered  as 
^  ^^^'  ^     if  it  were  the  only  one.]     Secondly,  the  certificate  ought 
Williams      to  be  amended,  by  entering  the  first  issne  for  the  plaintiff. 
MouLSDALE.    There  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  finding  for  the  de- 
fendant on  that  issue :  and  Woof  v.  Hooper  (a)  shews  that 
an  arbitrator,  having  power  to  certify,  may  enter  a  verdict 
on  the  several  issues,  according  to  the  evidence.     [AUer- 
son,  B. — ^There  the  arbitrator  directed  a  general  verdict, 
under  the  supposition  that  he  was  bound  to  do  so;  but  the 
Court  held  that  he  was  not,  but  that  he  mig/U  enter  it 
otherwise.] 

Fabkb,  B. — ^In  the  case  cited,  it  was  put  in  argument 
that  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  enter  the  verdict  on 
each  issue ;  and  the  Court  only  decide  that  he  has  power 
to  do  so  :  there  was  no  contest  that  if  he  had  the  pow^, 
he  ought  to  have  done  so.  Having  done  so  here,  his  find- 
ing is  conclusive,  and  we  cannot  enter  into  his  reasons. 
As  to  the  other  point,  there  is  no  inconsistency  whatever 
on  the  record.  The  arbitrator  seems  to  me  to  have  dcme 
quite  right. 

Aldeeson,  B. — ^The  case  of  Fenton  v.  Dimes  is  distin- 
guishable from  the  present;  because  there  the  reference 
being  of  all  matters  in  difference,  and  it  appearing  on  the 
fiEu^e  of  the  award  that  something  was  due  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  and  nothing  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  arbitrator  ought  to  have  gone  on  to 
find  the  balance  due  to  the  defendant ;  but  here  the  refer- 
ence is  of  the  cause  only.  As  to  the  other  point,  the  case 
of  Woof  V.  Hooper  does  not  appear.  There  the  arbitrator 
supposed  himself  bound  to  order  a  general  verdict,  where- 
as the  Court  decided  that  he  had  the  same  power  as 
a  jury,  of  directing  a  verdict  to  be  entered  on  the  several 


(a)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  449. 


■^ 
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issues :  but  here  the  application  is  to  set  aside  the  finding  EtdL  of  PUat, 
as  against  evidence ;  the  answer  is,  that  the  certificate  of     v_f^2^ 
the  arbitrator  is  conclusive  on  the  parties.  Williams 


V. 

M0UL8DALE. 


Rule  refused. 


T 


Jefferson  v.  Warrington. 

HIS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  Elizabeth  Antrobus,  exe-  After  tbe  death 

cutrix  of  the  plaintiff  Jefferson,  and  upon  her  husband  in  hiaDactioii^hie 

right  of  her,  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  pay  the  f^^'JJ^  ^J|„ 

costs  of  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  Mr.  Morton,  the  attor-  for  referring  the 

billoftheplidn- 

ney  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause.    After  the  plaintiff's  uflTs  attorney  to 
death,  Mrs.  Antrobus,  as  his  executrix,  had  obtained  an  ^i,^  T  sixth 
order  in  the  usual  form  for  the  dehvery  by  Morton  of  ^^iS^^jjj!!!!^ 
his  bill  of  costs,  in  order  that  it  might  be  referred  to  tax-  Beidt  that  the 

executrix  was 

ation ;  and  on  the  taxation  less  than  one-sixth  having  been  liable  to  the 
taken  off,  this  application  was  made  under  the  statute  ^^      ***** 
2  Qeo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23,  to  compel  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  taxation. 


Petersdofff  shewed  cause. — ^This  application  cannot  be 
sustained  against  the  executrix.  No  one  but  the  client 
of  the  attorney  is  compellable,  under  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23, 
8.  23^  to  pay  the  costs  of  taxation.  The  words  of  the  sta- 
tute are  are : — "  If  the  bill  taxed  be  less  by  a  sixth  part 
than  the  bill  delivered,  then  the  attorney  or  solicitor  is  to 
pay  the  costs  of  taxation ;  but  if  it  shall  not  be  less,  the 
Court  in  their  discretion  shall  charge  the  attorney  or 
dient"  &c.  If,  at  the  time  of  the  application  to  tax  the 
bill  in  this  case,  an  express  condition  of  payment  had 
been  imposed  on  the  executrix,  the  case  would  be  differ- 
ent. [AUerson,  B. — She  applies  as  client  to  tax ;  she  is 
not  entitled  to  tax  the  bill  unless  she  be  the  client ;  can 
ahe  afterwards  say  she  is  not  the  client,  and  is  not  bound 
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Ex€h.  of  Pieoi,  by  the  order  of  the  Court  ?]     It  does  not  follow^  because 

^  ^^'   ^    she  has  obtained  the  reference  to  taxation^  that  she  is  to 

Jeffbrson     be  subject  to  the  costs  of  it^  unless  the  words  of  the  statute 

WAE&iiioToir.  ^^  sufficient  to  comprehend  the  case.     She  is  not  the 

client,  but  only  his  representative.     It  has  been  decided 

that  the  executor  of  an  attorney  is  not  liable,  under  the 

same  clause,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation  where  mare 

than  a  sixth  is  taken  off:   Weston  v.  Pool  (a). 

Crompton,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Fabke,  B. — ^The  statute  gives  the  Court  power  to  refer 
the  bill  for  taxation  on  the  application  of  ''  the  party  or 
parties  chargeable  by  such  bill/^  and  when  it  afterwards 
speaks  of  the  costs  being  paid,  according  to  the  event  of 
the  taxation,  by  the  attorney  or  the  client,  the  word 
'*  client'^  is  evidently  synonymous  with  the  words  "party 
chargeable.^^  Here  the  executrix  applied  as  the  party 
chargeable  by  the  bill,  to  have  it  referred  to  taxation. 

Aldebson,  B. — The  case  of  the  executor  of  an  attorney 
differs ;  he  is  not  the  person  who  makes  out  the  bill,  and 
ought  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  the  act  of  another 
person.  So  here,  if  it  had  been  the  testator  who  had 
made  the  application  to  tax,  the  executrix  ought  not  to 
have  been  held  liable.  But  the  "  client  ^^  clearly  means 
the  "party  chargeable/'  with  the  bill,  which  in  this  case 
was  the  executrix. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  2  Stra.  1056. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Doe  d.  Kindebsley  and  Others  v.  John   Hughes  and 

Elizabeth  Hughes. 


E 


XECTMENT  to  recover  a  house  and  lands  in  the  county  A  tenant  held  a 

of  Denbigh.     The  declaration  contained  three  demises^  all  from  year  to 

dated  3rd  of  May,  1839 ;  the  first  by  E.  T.  Kindersley  and  ?/om  thel5nd"Jf 

A*  Chambers ;  the  second  by  A.  Chambers  alone ;  the  third  February,  the 

by  H.  W.  Seton  and  A.  Chambers.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  the  ist  of  May. 

Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Denbighshire  Assizes,  it  appeared  Pebniary,  /sss, 

that  the  premises  in  question  were  a  farm  (the  extent  of  it  *  "°***^*  ^®  ^"'' 

^  ^  ^  was  served  on 

did  not  appear)  part  of  a  considerable  estate  vested  in  trus-  ^\m,  requiring 

tees  for  the  benefit  of  a  Miss  Shipley,  which  had  been  occu-  deliver  up  the 

pied  by  the  defendants  for  many  years  as  tenants  from  year  oYhis^prMejijr** 

to  year.     The  actual  period  of  the  commencement  of  their  y«*''«  ^o^<*- 

tenancy  was  not  shewn ;  but  it  was  proved  to  be  the  usage  that  this  waa  a 

of  the  estate,  that  the  tenants  should  enter  upon  the  lands  detennine^Uie^ 

on  the  2nd' of  February,  and  upon  the  house  and  outbuild-  iprfn'Jj^y^gj^* 

inga  on  the  1st  of  May.    On  the  16th  of  February,  1838,  i^  not  being 

shewn  on  the 

the  following  notice  to  quit  was  given  to  the  defendants : —  part  of  the  te- 
nant that  the 
land  was  not 

'^  As  agent  for  and  on  behalf  of  your  landlords,  Henry  the  principal 

Wilmot  Seton  and  Alexander  Chambers,  trustees  of  Miss  holding^ 

A.  L.  Shipley,  I  hereby  give  you  notice  to  quit  and  de-  J^  «>in*b**  a 

h?er  up  the  farm,  lands,  and  premises  which  you  hold  person  autho- 

,-  1-  ,iiT  "*®^  by  one  of 

under  tnem,  at  the  end  of  your  present  years  holding  several  lessors, 

thereof.     Dated  this  16th  day  of  February,  1838.  dlteVm'in^ei^he 

"  J.  V.  Home,  ^,"*"*^y  " '» 
''  Agent  to  the  trustees.'' 

This  notice  was  served  by  the  clerk  of  Mr.  Home,  who 
at  the  time  explained  the  nature  of  it  to  the  defendant, 
John  Hughes  (he  being  an  illiterate  man),  and  told  him 
that  his  time  for  quitting  would  be  in  the  spring  of  the 
following  year.  The  clerk  stated  that  Mr.  Home  had  au- 
thority to  receive  the  rents  and  manage  the  estates,  and 
that  he  (the  witness)  had  on  one  occasion,  four  years  ago, 
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£gch.  of  Pleat,  let  a  Small  &im.  Mr.  Home  was  also  called^  and  stated, 
^^^-  that  about  the  end  of  1836  or  the  beginning  of  1837,  he 
was  in  London  to  settle  his  accounts  with  the  trustees,  (the 
then  trustees  being  Messrs.  Seton  and  Chambers)  and 
there  saw  Mr.  Seton,  and  informed  him  that  some  of  the 
farms  were  kept  in  bad  repair,  and  that  the  defendants'  was 
one :  upon  which  Mr.  Seton  directed  him  to  give  notices 
to  quit  in  all  such  cases.  In  June,  1838,  Mr.  Seton  ceased 
to  be  a  trustee,  and  he  and  Mr.  Chambers  conveyed  their 
estate  to  Messrs.  Kindersley  and  Chambers. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendants,  first,  that  the  no- 
tice to  quit  was  insufficient  on  the  face  of  it,  inasmuch  as 
it  was  to  quit  at  the  end  of  the  defendant's  present  year's 
holding,  f .  e.y  in  May,  1838,  for  which  it  was  too  late,  and 
that  it  could  not  operate  to  determine  the  tenancy  at  the 
end  of  a  subsequent  year;  secondly,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  authority  from  the  trustees  to  Mr.  Home  to  de- 
termine the  tenancy.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  reserved 
both  points,  and  a  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  leave 
being  given  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Webby  now  moved  accordingly. — ^First,  the  written  notice 
to  quit  was  insufficient.  None  of  the  cases  have  gone  so 
far  as  to  say  that  a  notice  in  these  terms  can  be  applied  to 
a  subsequent  year.  In  Doe  d.  WUliams  v.  Smith  (a),  where 
the  tenancy  commenced  on  the  same  days  as  in  the  present 
case,  a  notice  given  on  the  28th  of  October,  1 833,  to  quit 
both  land  and  house  "  at  the  expiration  of  half  a  year  from 
this  notice,  or  at  such  other  time  or  times  as  your  pfeseni 
year's  holding  of  the  premises,  or  of  any  part  thereof  re- 
spectively shall  expire  after  the  expiration  of  half  a  year 
from  this  notice^'  was  held  sufficient  to  determine  the 
tenancy  in  the  spring  of  1835;  but  that  was  by  reason  of 
the  latter  words,  which  rendered  it  impossible  that  the  te- 

(d)  5  Ad.  &  £U.  350. 
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nant  should  be  misled,  and  the  Court  therefore  rejected  EMck.  rf  pieat, 
the  word  "present'*  as  surplusage.     But  here  the  only    ^  ^^^'  . 
words  are  "  at  the  end  of  your  present  year's  holding.'*         i>oe 
Now,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  this  notice^  the  current    KiNOERaLET 
year  was  that  which  would  expire  on  the  Ist  May,  in  the      Huohei. 
same  year;   and  the  insufficiency  of  the  written  notice 
cannot  be  helped  by  the  parol  contemporaneous  statement 
of  the  party  serving  it.      [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  year 
then  running  was  that  which  had  commenced  on  the  2nd  of 
February  preceding.]     That  is  on  the  assumption  that  the 
land  was  the  principal  subject  of  the  demise,  and  the  house, 
&c.,  only  the  accessory ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  from 
which  to  infer  that.      [Parke,  B. — ^Did  you  ask  that  that 
question  should  be  left  to  the  jury  ?]     No — ^it  was  for  the 
plaintiff  to  have  given  evidence  on  the  subject.      [Parke, 
B. — ^In  that  case.  Doe  d.  Heapy  v.  Howard  (a)  is  an  ex- 
press authority  against  you :  it  was  there  held,  that  it  is  a 
question  for  the  jury,  which  is  the  principal  and  which  the 
accessorial  subject  of  demise,  in  order  for  the  Judge  to  de- 
cide whether  the  notice  for  the  whole  was  given  in  time  ; 
and  that,  if  the  party  against  whom  he  decides  does  not 
desire  him  to  leave  that  question  to  the  jury,  it  must  be 
taken  that  he  acquiesces  in  the  fact  assumed  by  him  as  the 
ground  of  his  decision.] 

Secondly,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  Home  had  a  suf- 
ficient authority  from  the  trustees  to  determine  the  ten- 
ancy. A  notice  to  quit,  given  by  a  third  party,  professing 
to  be  an  agent  for  joint-tenants,  is  not  good,  unless  his  act 
be  ratified  before  the  service  of  the  notice:  Doe  d.  Mann  v. 
Walters  (i).  [Parke,  B. — Here  the  party  was  previously 
authorized  by  one  of  the  trustees :  that  is  the  same  as  if 
that  trustee  had  given  the  notice :  and  Doe  d.  Aalin  v.  Sum^ 
meraett  (c),  is  an  express  authority  that  a  notice  to  quit  by 

(a)  11  East,  498.  ,  (b)  10  B.  &  C.  626. 

(c)  1  B.  &  Adol.  135. 
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Bzeh.  of  Pleat,  one  of  several  joint-tenants,  purporting  to  be  given  on  be- 


1840. 


half  of  them  all,  is  good  for  all,  because  the  tenant  holds 
the  premises  only  so  long  as  he  and  they  aU  shall  agree.] 

Peb  Curiam — 

Rule  refused. 


GOREN  V.  TUTE. 

Where  appiica-  xlUMFREY  had  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  the 
wjt'alide  pro-^°  ^^P^  ^^^  scrvice  of  the  writ  of  summons  in  this  cause,  on 
ceedings  for      the  grouud  that  the  defendant's  place  of  abode  was  not  set 

irre^lanty  . 

after  eight  forth  in  the  writ  according  to  the  form  prescribed  by  the 
ilT  SAt'*"'  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  39.  The  writ  was 
day.  a  similar    ggj^ed  OH  the  24th  of  October.    The  learned  counsel  stated, 

application  had  ' 

beenunsuccess-  that  on  the  31  st,  an  application  was  made  to  Gvmey,  B., 

fullymade  to  a  .,,  .^ii  •■▼•■ 

Judge  at  cham-  at  Chambers,  to  set  aside  the  service;  but  the  learned  Judge 
Jj^ot  take°no-  declined  to  interfere.  On  the  2nd  of  November,  the  pre- 
tice  of  such  ap-  ggjjt  rule  was  movcd  for:  but  there  was  no  affidavit  to  shew 

plicauon  at 

chambers,  un-    what  had  taken  place  at  chambers. 

less  it  be  shewn 
on  affidavit, 

t?e  V»Id^^**be-  Conie  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  as  the  Court 
ingin  Court,  could  kuow  nothing  of  the  application  at  chambers,  unless 
fiuji.  it  was  regularly  brought  before  them  by  affidavit,  the  pre- 

sent application  appeared  as  the  only  one  that  had  been 
made  on  the  subject,  and  was  therefore  too  late,  being  after 
the  expiration  of  eight  days  from  the  service  of  the  writ. 

GuBNET,  B.,  being  present  in  Court,  stated  that  the 
application  had  been  made  to  him  as  above  mentioned; 
and 


Hwnfrey,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the 
presence  of  the  learned  Judge  in  Court,  certifying  the  fiact, 
was  sufficient,  and  likened  it  to  the  case  of  a  Judge's  order, 
which  it  never  was  necessary  to  verify  by  affidavit. 
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Pabkb,  B. — ^This  is  certainly  an  objection  strictissimi  JSceA.  nf  PUas, 

juris,  but  it  must  prevaiL     The  cause  of  the  delay  in  mak-  ^    ^  '   . 
ing  the  application  ought  to  have  been  explained  by  affida-        Goren 
Tit.     The  rule  must  be  discharg^^  but  without  costs.  tutb. 

Alderson,  B. — The  Court  can  know  nothing  of  what 
has  passed  at  chambers,  but  by  affidavit.  The  case  of  a 
Judge^s  order  is  diflFerent;  there  the  order,  when  produced, 
speaks  for  itself;  but  parties  have  no  right  to  tax  the  me- 
mory of  the  Judge  as  to  every  case  brought  before  him  at 
chambers. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs. 


Denne  v.  Knott. 

JLhE  defendant  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  Where  an  in- 
nmi  of  £SOy  in  February,  1831,  petitioned  the  Insolvent  ^nei^^tLhef 
Ddtors'  Court  for  his  discharge,  and  was  discharged  ac-  ^j"  ^"*^***?t* 
accordingly  in  April  in  the  same  year,  the  plaintiff's  debt  agreed,  on  a.'i 
having  been  inserted  in  the  same  schedule.    He  was  afber-  bail,  to  give 
wards  arrested  for  a  new  debt,  when  the  plaintiff  agreed  £^  ^n'wWch 
to  become  his  bail,  on  the  defendant's  giving  him  a  bond  af»ount  wa«  in- 

°        °  eluded  a  debt  of 

tar  iSSOO,  in  which  sum  was  included  the  old  debt  of  j£80.  £80,  which  had 
The  plaintiff,  in  1839,  sued  the  defendant  on  this  bond;  and  in  the  intoi- 
judgment  having  been  signed  for  want  of  a  plea,  a  ca.  J^e  •'— iy«« 
aa.  issued  thereon  against  the  defendant,  under  which  he  ^^*^  ^^^  *«- 

.  .     solvent  was  not 

was  arrested.     Rolfe,  B.,  having  made  an  order  for  his  entitled  to  be 
diBcharge  out  of  custody,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  to  set  of^u8t^,hav- 
aside  this  order :  against  which  jngbeentkken 

*^  in  execution  in 

an  action  by  A. 

Miller  shewed  cause. — The  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  in  which  he  had 
dischai^,  the  bond  in  respect  of  which  the  judgment  was  ^ent lo  iro^by 
signed,  and  execution  issued,  having  been  given  to  secure,  default, 
not  only  a  new  debt,  but  also  the  old  debt  of  j£80,  in 
respect  of  which  the  defendant  had  been  discharged  under 
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Kjteh.  of  Pleat,  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.    The  bond  was  a  fraud  on 
^  ^^^'   .     the  other  creditors  of  the  defendant,  and  was  in  violation 
Demne        of  the  policy  of  the  statute^  that  the  debtor  shall  be  re- 
Knott.        leased  in  the  first  instance  from  the  pressure  of  his  debts, 
in  order  that  he  may  be  able  to  employ  his  future  exer- 
tions in  obtaining  the  means  of  satisfying,  in  just  propor- 
tions, the  claims  of  all  his  creditors.   Here  the  effect  of  this 
bond  was  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a  dispropor- 
tionate payment  out  of  the  future  effects  of  the  insolvent; 
it  was  therefore  altogether  void :  Jackson  v.  Davison  {a), 
Tabram  v.  Freeman  (i). 

Ogle,  contra. — Philpot  v.  Aslett{c)  is  an  authority  to 
shew  that  this  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge. 
There  a  debtor,  after  having  been  discharged  under  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  contracted  a  new  debt;  and  for 
that  debt,  as  well  as  for  an  old  debt  inserted  in  his  sche- 
dule, gave  a  bill  of  exchange.  Being  sued  on  the  bill,  he 
gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  the  amount,  and  the  Court 
refused  to  set  it  aside.  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court.] 

Pakke,  B. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  defendant 
is  not  entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody.  If  he 
wished  to  avail  himself  of  the  protection  given  him  by  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  he  should  have  pleaded  his  dis- 
charge from  the  sum  of  £80,  and  might  to  that  extent 
have  reduced  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand.  This 
bond  was  given  to  secure  the  sum  of  £300,  of  which  £220 
are  a  new  debt.  The  security  is  not  illegal  as  to  that 
sum:  indeed,  my  impression  is,  that  it  is  not  illegal  at  all. 
If  a  party  who  has  been  discharged  under  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act,  be  subsequently  arrested  on  mesne  process 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  691 .  (6)  2  C.  &  M.  451 ;  4  !>.  180. 

(c)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  85;  4  Tyr.  721. 


\ 
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for  a  debt  in  respect  of  which  he  was  discharged^  the  law  Sicch.  of  pu<u, 
enables  him  to  apply  for  his  discharge ;  but  if  an  action  ^  ,  ' 
be  brought  against  him,  and  instead  of  pleading  his  dis- 
charge, he  allows  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  final  judgment, 
it  is  his  own  default,  and  the  law  must  take  its  course.  The 
role  for  setting  aside  the  order  of  my  Brother  Roffe  must 
therefore  be  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 


Mann  v.  Williamson. 

I^OWLING  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  for  judg-  The  affidaTit, 
ment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  on  an  affidavit  of  the  plain-  ruieTfor^judg- 
tiff,  which  stated  that  after  fiUng  the  declaration  in  this  T°' "  \^^ 

'  ^       ^  of  a  nonsuit, 

cause,  he  had  been  given  to  understand  that  the  defendant  atated  that  the 
was  in  insolvent  circumstances,  and  unable  to  pay  the  fuing  the  de- 
debt  and  costs,  and  had  therefore  instructed  his  attorney  rf^n^tounder- 
not  to  proceed  to  trial.     Under  these  circumstances,  the  'tand  that  the 

"^  defendant  waa 

defendant  ought  to  be  compelled  to  accept  a  stet  pro-  insolvent,  and 

therefore  in- 
CeSSUS.  structed  his  at- 

torney not  to 

Gray,  contra,  contended  that  the  alBSdavit  was  not  suflS-  P'<><»«<*  ^^  ^^^ 

.,,,..«.  ,  ,         — H#W,  that   . 

cient  to  entitle  the  plamtin  to  a  stet  processus,  but  that  this  affidavit 
the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged  on  a  peremptory  undertak-  ^ient  to  eompel 
ing.     The  plaintiff  did  not  say  that  he  had  not  proceeded  S*'^^"^^ 
in  the  action  after  he  discovered  the  insolvency,  nor  that  '^^  processus, 

,  ,  .  ,  but  that  he  waa 

it  was  after  issue  joined ;  neither  did  he  even  speak  to  his  entitled  to  a 
he&ef  of  the  fact.— He  cited  Symes  v.  Amw  (a) .  TrSSng?  ""' 

Peb  Curiam. — The  plaintiff  must  give  a  peremptory 
undertaking.  It  only  appears  that  the  discovery  of  the  in- 
solvency was  made  after  filing  the  declaration,  and  the 
plaintiff  does  not  even  speak  to  his  belief  of  it. 

Bule  discharged  on  a  peremptory  undertaking. 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  814 ;  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  773. 
VOL.  VII,  L  M.  W, 
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jbrdb.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Bentlst  V.  Bekbbt. 

An  application  XN  this  case  Jewis  applied  to  the  Court  to  grant  a  spe- 
Bndwi'&2  ^^^  order  for  a  capias  to  issue  against  the  defendant 
Vict  c.  no,       ^der  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3,  stating  that  it  was 

a.  S,  for  a  ca-  . 

piaa  to  iMue  essential  that  the  order  should  be  obtained  before  three 

fcndant  *cannot  o'clock,  until  which  hour  a  Judge  would  not  be  at  Cham- 

cw*at  West  ^®" '  *^^  ^®  Submitted,  that  the  language  of  the  statute, 

minster,  but  it  "shall  shew  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judge  of  the  superior 

may  be  made  to 

a  single  Judge  Courts,^^  &c.,  would  include  any  one  of  the  learned  Judges 
aitung    ere.       gjtting  here,  who  would  now  look  at  the  affidavits. 

The  Court,  however,  thought  that  the  application  could 

only  be  made  to  a  Judge  out  of  Court,  or  sitting  alone; 

and  shortly  afterwards,  all  the  Barons  having  retired  for  a 

short  time  except  Gnmey,  B.,  that  learned  Judge  read  the 

affidavits,  and  granted  the  order. 


Blackwell  v.  Allen. 

A  mle  obtained  XlUMFBEY  had  obtained  a  rule  in  this  case  to  set  aside 
SheTun?  of^'  the  taxation  of  costs  (on  a  rule  to  compute),  and  the  judg- 
which  is  with-    ment  and  execution  thereon,  for  irregularity,  with  costs. 

out  date,  win  9  &  jj  -» 

hereafter  be  on  the  ground  that  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  costs  had  not  been 
JHu^  ddivered  together  with  the  notice  of  taxation,  pursuant 

to  the  rule  of  this  Court,  M.  T.  I  Will.  4,  s.  10. 

Carrie  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  the  jurat  of  the 
affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  had  no  date,  and 
contended  that  for  this  defect  the  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
chai^d  with  easts;  citing  Caaper  v.  Archer  (a),  and 
Uaulden  v.  Fasson  (&). 

(a)  12  Price,  149.  (h)  6  Bing.  236. 
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Hwmfrey,  contrA,  urged  that  these  cases  were  not  of  re-  E»e\,  rf  Piuu, 
cent  date^  and  that  the  practice  had  since^  notwithstand-     ^  ^^^' 
ing  the  threat  held  out  in  them,  been  otherwise. 

The  Court  dischai^ed  the  rule  without  costs ;  but  inti- 
mated that  in  future  the  authorities  referred  to  would  be 
ftrictly  acted  upon,  and  the  rule  would  in  such  cases  be 
discharged  toiih  casts. 


Cotton  v.  Godwin. 

Assumpsit  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  pro-  Assumpiit  by 
siisaory  note  for  15/.  98.  4rf.,  dated  23rd  of  September,  m^r^°pro- 
1829,  payable  on  demand,  averring  a  demand  made,  to  wit,  foJ'J^7flJr^  4rf. 

on  the  3rd  of  April,  1838.  payaWe  on  de- 

mand ;  averring 

The  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  £3,  parcel  &c.,  a  set-off  for  a  demand  on  a 
money  paid,  and  due  when  payment  of  the  note  was  de-  pii^*^^gto  ^' 
Banded  and  ever  since,  concluding  with  a  verification  and  ^^'  p?'5®'*  * 

'  °  set-off  due  at 

prayer  of  judgment ;  and  as  to  12/.  98. 4d.,  residue  &;c.,  that  the  time  when 
at  the  time  of  the  said  demand,  to  wit,  on  the  3rd  of  April,  demanded,  and 
1888,  the  defendant  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  conciud"^g 
12/.  9*.  4rf. ;  and  that  he  hath  always,  from  the  time  of  the  ^«^^»  ^«"- 

'  ^   '  fication  and 

naking  of  his  promise  as  to  12/.  98.  M.y  residue  &c.,  been  prayer  of  judg- 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  that  sum,  and  now  brings  the  same  m  9^^.?  "^ 
into  Court,  &c. ;  concluding  with  a  verification  and  prayer  JJ*' ^"^*  ^of*  the 
of  judgment.  BepKcation  to  the  first  plea,  a  traverse  that  demand  the 
any  set-off  was  due  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  dered  the  piain- 
tuit^  on  which  issue  was  joined :  and  to  the  second  plea.,  that  and  hath  ai^^' 

ways,  from 
fhe  time  of  mailing  his  said  promise,  as  to  12iL  9«.  4cf.,  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  that 
soit  and  now  brings  the  same  into  Court,  &c. ;  eonclu<fing  with  a  verification  and  prayer 
of  judgment.  Replication  to  the  first  plea,  a  traverse  that  any  set-off  was  due  at  the  com- 
Mencement  of  the  suit,  en  which  issue  was  joined ;  to  the  second,  that,  befisre  the  making  of 
the  alleged  tender,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  demand  and  refusal  here- 
inafter mentioned,  a  larger  sum  than  12/.  9«.  4^.,  to  wit,  15/.  9*.  4^/.,  including  the  said  sum  of 
12/L  9s.  4dL,  was  due  upon  the  note ;  and  that  before  the  said  Under,  the  plaintiff  demanded 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  15/.  9«.  4</.,  which  so  included  the  12/.  9r.  4</.,  but  the  defendant 
refused  to  pay  the  15/.  9«.  4i/.;  and  that  at  the  time  of  such  demand  and  refusal,  no  set-off  or 
other  just  cause  for  non-payment  thereof  existed : — Heldt  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  repli- 
cation waa  good. 

l2 
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MmcIL  o/  piiot,  before  the  making  of  the  alleged  tender^  and  before  and 
*°^*  ^  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  demand  and  refusal  here- 
inafter mentioned,  a  larger  sum  than  12^  99.  4d.,  to  wit, 
15/.  9s,  Ad.,  including  the  said  sum  of  \2L  98.  Ad,,  was  due 
upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  promissory  note :  and  that 
before  the  said  tender,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1835,  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
15/.  98,  Ad,,  which  so  then  included  the  said  sum  of 
12/.  98,  4ed, ;  yet  the  defendant  did  not  then  pay  the  said 
sum  of  15/.  98.  Ad.,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  then  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  15/.  98,  Ad,, 
and  every  part  thereof;  and  that  no  set-off  or  other  just 
cause  then  existed  for  non-payment  of  the  said  15/.  98,  Ad,, 
or  any  part  thereof.  Special  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  de- 
murrer. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Trinity  Term,  by 

Wightman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  repli- 
cation of  a  prior  demand  of  a  larger  sum  is  bad.  The  plain- 
tiff should  have  replied  a  prior  demand  of  the  precise  sum 
tendered,  and  no  more :  Rivers  v.  Griffiths  (a) ;  or  he  should 
have  traversed  the  tender,  if  he  meant  to  dispute  its  suffi- 
ciency or  validity.  The  replication  is  also  bad  for  dupli- 
city ;  for  the  first  and  second  pleas  together  constitute  but 
one  answer  to  the  note ;  and  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  should 
not  have  traversed  the  set-off,  and  also  endeavoured  to  avoid 
the  tender :  either  would  have  been  sufficient. 

Cole,  contra. — Rivers  v.  Griffiths  merely  decides  that  if, 
in  answer  to  a  plea  of  tender,  the  plaintiff  does  reply  a 
prior  demand  of  the  sum  tendered,  and  issue  be  taken 
thereon,  he  must  prove  a  prior  demand  of  the  precise  sum, 
and  no  more ;  but  it  is  no  authority  for  the  proposition  that 
the  plaintiff  nrnst  reply  a  prior  demand  of  the  precise  sum. 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  630;  2  D.  &  R.  215. 


MICHAELMAS  TEBM^  4  VICT.  149 

This  action  being  npon  a  note  for  15/.  9^.  4J.^  payable  on  Btck.  of  pu^, 
demand,  the  cause  of  action  thereon  accrued  immediately,  ^  1840>  ^ 
or  at  all  events  when  payment  of  the  note  was  first  de-  Cotton 
manded.  There  may  have  been  several  demands;  but  the  Godwin. 
plaintiff  could  not  properly,  in  his  declaration,  anticipate 
the  defendant's  case  by  alleging  that  he  demanded  payment 
before  any  tender  was  made:  HoUis  v.  Palmer  (a).  The 
replication  admits  that  a  tender  of  12/.  9«.  4d.  was  in  fact 
made ;  but  at  the  same  time  shews  also,  that  it  was  not 
made  until  after  the  cause  of  action  had  accrued.  The 
prior  demand  of  the  whole  amount  due  on  the  note  was 
undoubtedly  good.  If  there  had  been  no  such  prior  de- 
mand as  alleged,  the  defendant  might  have  traversed  it. 
If  there  was  such  prior  demand,  a  subsequent  tender  of  the 
whole  amount  of  the  note,  with  lawful  interest  thereon, 
would  have  been  bad :  Hume  v.  Peploe  (&),  Poole  v.  Tum^ 
bridge  (c).  Therefore  a  subsequent  tender  of  part,  without 
interest,  must  necessarily  be  bad  as  to  that  part,  for  dama- 
ges thereon  had  then  accrued.  As  to  the  second  point, 
there  is  no  duplicity,  for  the  first  and  second  pleas  are 
quite  distinct ;  the  replications  to  them  are  also  quite  dis- 
tinct; and  the  defendant  has  joined  issue  on  the  first,  and 
demurred  to  the  second.  The  first  and  second  pleas  ought 
to  have  been  comprised  in  one,  and  for  that  reason  are 
substantially  bad  in  their  present  form,  the  cause  of  action, 
on  the  note  being  entire. 

Tl^htman,  in  reply. — ^The  plaintiff  in  his  replication 
alleges,  that,  at  the  time  of  making  his  prior  demand,  no 
set-off  was  due.  That  could  not  be  traversed,  or  if  tra- 
versed, would  raise  the  same  question  as  under  the  first 
plea. 

The  Court  suggested,  that  each  party  should  amend 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  713;  3  Scott,  265.  {h)  8  £a8t,  168. 

(c)  2  M.  &  W.  223. 
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jUeJL  of  Pteoi,  without  paymeut  of  costs,  and  the  case  stood  over  accord- 
2f^2L^    ingly-    This,  however,  not  being  assented  to  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff, 

Pabks,  B.,  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — 
This  case,  which  was  argued  last  term,  stood  over  for  the 
counsel  on  both  sides  to  consider  whether  the  pleadings 
should  be  amended.  It  has  been  intimated  to  us  that 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  declines  the  proposal,  and 
requires  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  pleadings  as 
they  stand.  We  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judg^ 
ment.  [His  lordship  stated  the  pleadings,  and  continued.] 
The  replication  to  the  first  plea,  that  of  set-off,  is  correct, 
though  it  takes  no  notice  of  the  ayerment  that  the  sum 
claimed  by  the  defendant  was  due  cU  the  time  qf  the  de^ 
tnand  mentioned  in  the  declaration;  that  circumstanoe  was 
wholly  immaterial  on  a  simple  plea  of  set-off,  where  the 
defence  is  merely  the  existence  of  a  cross  demand,  as  this 
is,  which  is  a  plea  as  to  the  sum  of  £S  only.  Indeed, 
upon  looking  more  carefully  at  the  pleadings,  the  replica- 
tion to  the  first  plea  is  not  demurred  to. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  second  plea, 
which  is  a  plea  to  part  of  an  entire  sum  due  on  a  promis- 
sary  note,  of  a  tender  of  that  part  only,  is  bad,  without 
shewing  in  the  same  plea,  in  some  way,  that  it  was  all 
that  was  due  at  the  the  time ;  as  we  are  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  replication  to  that  plea  is  good.  The  principle  of 
the  plea  of  tender  is,  that  the  defendant  has  perfcMrmed,  so 
fear  as  he  could  perform,  his  part  of  the  contract,  by  being 
always  ready  to  pay  the  debt,  and  actually  offering  to  do 
it ;  but  this  replication  shews  that  there  was  a  time  when 
the  defendant  was  not  ready  to  perform  his  part,  viz.  when 
the  demand  was  made  of  the  whole  amount  of  the  note,  at 
which  time  he  ought  to  have  been  ready  to  pay  the  whole, 
as  the  whole  was  then  due,  according  to  the  averments  in 
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the  replication,  which  mnfit  be  taken  to  be  true  on  this  Bttek.  of  puof^ 
demurrer.  That  being  so,  a  subsequent  tender  of  part  was    ^   ^Q^Q*  ^ 
unavailing.  Our  judgment  must  therefore  be  for  the  plain-       Cotton 

tiff.  ^  Godwin. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


AcET  and  Another,  Executors  of  Simpson,  v.  Feknie, 
Secretary  to  the  British  Commercial  Insurance  Co. 

J.  HIS  was  an  action  brought,  under  the  direction  of  the  Upon  a  policy 

^         .     ^^.^  .  At  tt  gc%A^^   ^1  ■  A    of  asBurance  on 

Court  of  Chancery,  to  recover  the  sum  of  »400,  the  amount  the  Ufe  of  a., 
of  an  insurance  with  the  British  Insurance  Company  on  tecwne'duMroii 
the  life  of  Charles  Harper  Simpson,  on  the  16th  of  March,  ^^^  ^i^\^f 

'r  r        9  '    March,  but  was 

18S1,  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  at  an  annual  premium  not  paid  untu 
of  5/.  19b.  Sd.    The  first  count  set  out  the  policy,  and  then  xpni,  when  the 
averred  the  payment  of  the  premiums  on  the  15th  day  of  ^^leins^ce 
March  (the  day  on  which  it  was  due)  in  every  subsequent  Company, 

/  tf  *  through  whom 

year  during  the  life  of  the  assured,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  the  insurance 
of  March,  18S2,  and  on  the  15th  day  of  March,  1838;  and  ^l^  ^velrT^ 
that  the  assured  died  on  the  14th  of  April,  1883.    The  ^«'p^  ^^'  ?« 

^     '  amount  of  the 

second  coimt  was' similar  to  the  first,  except  that  it  alleged  premium.  The 
the  assured  to  have  failed  in  the  payment  of  the  premium  given  by  the 
on  tibe  15th  of  March,  1838,  and  averred  that  he  had  after-  f^T^^nt  were, 
wards  paid  the  sum  of  5Z.  19*.  8rf.,  the  amount  of  such  pre-  t*>*^  t^«  P'«- 

^  ^\  mium  on  every 

mium,  on  the  12th  day  of  April  in  the  same  year,  when  life  policy  must 
flie  Company  accepted  it,   and  agreed  that  the  policy  ^iln  fifteen 
should  be  of  like  force  and  effect  as  if  the  premium  had  ^^«  ^°^  {^« 

coming  due ;  if 
not  paid  within 
that  time,  that  he  was  to  give  immediate  notice  to  the  office  of  that  fact,  and  in  the  event  of  his 
onittiiig  to  do  so,  that  his  account  would  be  debited  for  the  amount,  after  the  fifteen  days  had 
expired.  No  notice  was  given  to  the  Company  of  the  non-payment  of  the  premium  within  the 
tfteen  days;  it  was  therefore  entered  in  their  books  as  paid  on  the  15th  of  March,  and  the 
agent  was  debited  for  the  amount: — Heldt  first,  that  the  mere  debiting  the  agent  with  the  pre- 
mium could  not  be  considered  as  a  payment  to  the  Company  by  the  assured ;  secondly,  that  as 
the  agent  had  no  authority  to  contract  for  the  Company,  the  fact  of  his  receiving  the  money  after 
the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  days,  and  the  entry  in  the  Company's  books,  debiting  him  with  the 
amonntf  were  »o  evidence  of  a  new  agreement  between  the  Company  and  the  assured. 
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EieJu  of  PUat9  been  paid  at  the  proper  time.  The  defendant  pleaded  to 
1840.  ^jjg  gyg^  count,  that  the  premium  was  not  paid  in  every 
subsequent  year  on  or  before  the  15th  day  of  March^  to 
wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  March,  1833.  To  the  second 
count  he  pleaded,  1st,  non  assumpsit;  2ndly,  that  the 
6/.  Ids.  Sd.  were  not  paid  on  the  12th  of  April,  as  and  for 
the  premium  for  the  year  commencing  on  the  16th  day  of 
March,  1833;  3rdly,  that  the  promise  alleged  to  have  been 
made  on  the  12th  of  April,  1833,  was  obtained  by  firaud 
and  covin.  Issue  was  joined  on  these  pleas;  and  at  the  trial 
before  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after 
last  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  insurance  had  been  ef« 
fected  through  the  Company's  agent  at  Hull ;  and  that 
the  premium  payable  on  the  15th  of  March,  1833,  was  not 
in  fact  paid  until  the  12th  of  April,  on  which  day  the 
money  was  paid  to  the  agent,  who  then  gave  the  following 
receipt : — 

"  British  Commercial  Life  Assurance  Company,  London. 
Receipt,  3258.— Sum  assured,  £400— Policy,  3298. 

'« Received  the  12th  day  of  April,  1833,  of  Mr.  Charles 
Harper  Simpson,  the  sum  of  5/.  Ids.  Sd.,  being  the  pre- 
mium of  insurance  on  four  hundred  pounds  for  one  year 
from  the  15th  day  of  March,  1833,  on  the  life  of  himself. 
"  51.  19s.  Sd.  (Signed)     Geo.  Greenwood.'* 

At  the  bottom  of  the  receipt  was  the  following": — 
^'  If  this  receipt  be  not  taken  up  within  fifteen  days  trom 
the  day  the  premium  becomes  due,  it  must  be  returned 
to  the  office;  as,  after  that  period,  the  insurance  being  can- 
celled, the  several  receipts  will  be  of  no  avail.  (See  conditions 
of  insurance  in  the  printed  proposals  of  the  Company .)*' 

The  instructions  given  by  the  Company  to  their  agent. 
Greenwood,  were,  inter  alia,  ''  That  the  premium  on  every 
life  policy  must  be  renewed  within  fifteen  days  at  the  latest 
from  the  time  of  its  becoming  due ;  and  if  not  paid  within 
that  time,  you  are  to  give  immediate  notice  to  the  office 
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inch  fact;  and  in  the  event  of  your  omitting  to  do  so,  your  Exek.  rf  Pteat, 
account  will  be  debited  for  the  amount  after  the  fifteen  ^  ^^^' 
days  are  expired,  and  you  will  be  held  responsible  to  the 
Directors  for  the  same/'  No  notice  was  given  to  the  Com« 
pany  by  Ghreenwood  of  the  non-payment  of  the  premiiun 
within  the  fifteen  days  after  it  became  due;  and,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  usual  practice  of  the  office,  the  premium  was 
entered  in  the  Company's  books  as  paid  on  the  15th  of 
March,  and  the  agent  was  debited  for  the  amount.  The 
Lord  Chief  Baron  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
giving  the  plaintiffs  leave  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict 
jbr  them,  on  such  of  the  issues  as  the  Court  should 
think  fit. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  now  moved  accordingly. — ^The  evidence 
shewed  that  there  was  payment  of  the  premiums  according 
to  the  r^ulations  established  by  this  Company;  and  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  premium  should  be  paid  on  the  day 
it  became  due,  without  reference  to  the  practice  of  the 
office.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  were  paid  according  to  the  ordi- 
rmry  roles  of  the  office.  Here  the  Company,  having  re- 
ceived no  notice  firom  their  agent  that  the  premium  had 
not  been  paid,  entered  it  as  paid  in  their  books  on  the 
day  it  became  due ;  they  are  bound  by  that  entry,  and 
cannot  be  allowed  afterwards  to  say  that  it  was  not  so  paid. 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  that  would  not  be 
evidence  of  a  new  contract.]  It  goes  fturther  than  that. 
The  &ct  of  the  Company  having  debited  the  agent  with 
the  premium,  was  evidence  that  they  had  taken  his  re- 
sponsibility for  the  amount,  and  accepted  it  as  paid  on  that 
day.  [Parke,  B. — The  agent  was  not  debited  with  the  money 
until  after  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  days,  when  the  con- 
tract was  at  an  end.]  The  money  was  paid  to  the  agent, 
and  a  receipt  given,  without  any  objection  being  made,  or 
anything  to  shew  a  repudiation  of  that  mode  of  dealing. 
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£geh,  rf  Pkat,  and  this  was  eyidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  monejr 
^^^*  ^  was  to  be  considered  as  actuallj  paid,  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  ofBlce.  There  was  nothing  to  prevent 
Greenwood  from  paying  for  the  assured;  and  if  the  Com. 
pany  adopted  that  payment^  it  must  be  considered  as  s 
payment  on  the  proper  day.  The  arrangement  was,  that 
if  the  agent  did  not  give  notice,  he  should  be  debited  with 
the  amount;  he  was  debited  with  it,  and  some  days  after- 
wards the  money  was  paid  to  him.  That  was  in  effect  a 
payment  to  the  Company,  who  must  take  the  consequen- 
ces of  having  entered  into  such  an  arrangement.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — ^It  was  not  an  arrangement  entered  into 
with  the  assured,  but  between  the  company  and  their 
agent;  how  can  the  assured  take  advantage  of  that?]  Sup- 
pose the  agent  had  told  the  assured  that  he  would  pay 
the  premium  for  him,  and  he  should  repay  him  when  con- 
venient to  him,  and  he  relied  upon  his  doing  so :  surely 
the  assured  ought  not  to  suffer. 

Then  as  to  the  second  count. — ^Although  an  agent  may 
be  liable  to  his  principal  where  he  exceeds  his  authority, 
the  principal  is  bound  by  his  act.  Where  there  is  a  gene- 
ral agent,  who  has  in  fact  a  limited  authority  only,  but  that 
is  unknown  to  the  person  with  whom  he  enters  into  a  con- 
tract, the  principal  must  look  to  his  agent  for  any  breach  of 
his  instructions,  but  the  principal  is  bound  if  the  agent  ex- 
ceeds his  authority.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — ^What  an  agent 
does  within  the  scope  of  his  general  authority  binds  his  prin- 
cipal; but  where  there  is  a  limited  authority  only,  then 
what  he  does  must  be  shewn  to  be  within  the  scope  of  that 
authority.  There  was  here  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of 
a  new  contract.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  Court  concurs  with  me  in 
thijiking  the  verdict  must  be  supported,  and  this  rule  there- 
fore cannot  be  granted.    Sir  Frederick  Pollock  says  ^crj 
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truly,  that  on  the  trial  I  entertained  an  impression  somewhat  Btck.  tf  Pieat, 
fiKfourable  to  his  view  of  the  case;  bnt  that  was  at  the  time  ^  ^^^* 
when  we  wereconsidering  whether  the  agent  of  the  Company 
might  not  be  made  the  agent  of  the  assured;  and  in  that 
?iew  of  tiie  case,  if  it  were  understood  that  payment  was  to 
be  made  by  ihe  agent,  and  tiiere  was  an  agreement  on  his 
part  to  adyance  the  money,  then  it  might  be  considered  as  a 
payment  on  the  day  when  it  became  due;  but  there  was  no 
eiidence  to  shew  that  Greenwood  was  the  agent  of  the  as- 
sured, and  I  was  of  opinion  that  he  could  not  be  so  consi- 
dered. It  seems  to  me  that  the  provision,  that  he  should  be 
debited  as  if  tibe  premium  was  paid,  was  to  operate  as  ape- 
nalty  on  him;  but  does  not  anthorisEe  tiiird  persons  to  take 
advantage  of  that  which  was  a  mere  private  arrangement 
between  ihe  Company  and  the  agent,  for  the  purpose  of 
insuring  the  due  payment  of  all  monies  which  were  to  be 
leeeived  by  him.  The  first  count  states  that  the  premium 
was  paid  at  Hull  when  due,  whereas  it  was  not  so.  Then  as 
to  tfae  second  count,  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  new  con- 
tract having  been  made,  nor  was  there  in  any  sense  any 
aathority  in  the  agent  to  make  a  new  contract  under  these 
drenmatanceB  with  the  persons  assured.  I  think  there 
cannot  be  a  ruk. 

Parks,  B^^-I  entirely  agree  in  the  view  taken  of  the  case 
by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron.  With  regard  to  the  latter  point, 
that  appears  to  me  to  be  altogether  out  of  the  question; 
because  the  very  receipt  itself  shews  that  Greenwood  had 
no  authority,  as  agent,  to  make  a  bargain  binding  the  Com- 
pany to  a  new  contract  on  the  terms  of  the  old  contract, 
but  varying  the  time  of  payment.  Greenwood  is  not  the 
general  agent  of  the  Company ;  he  is  merely  an  agent  with 
limited  powers,  to  receive  premiums;  he  had  authority 
to  bind  the  Company  in  respect  of  that  money,  as  if  it  was 
paid  to  the  Company  itself;  but  he  had  no  other  power. 
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ICccA.  0/  PkoM,  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  payment  made  to 
^^^*  ^  Greenwood,  and  for  which  he  gare  a  receipt,  dated  the  12th 
of  April,  is  no  proof  of  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
Company  to  enter  into  and  make  a  new  policy  of  assurance 
on  the  terms  of  the  old  one,  varied  only  as  to  the  time  at 
which  the  premiums  were  to  be  paid.  The  memorandum 
on  the  back  of  the  receipt,  is  a  memorandum  made  by  the 
Company,  and  shews  that,  imless  the  money  was  paid  in 
fifteen  days,  the  policy  was  at  an  end  altogether.  It  is 
impossible  to  consider  the  debiting  of  the  agent  with 
the  amount  of  the  premium  as  a  payment  on  the  original 
day,  according  to  the  allegation  in  the  first  count:  the 
only  question  is,  did  the  Company  mean  to  make  them- 
selves liable  as  on  a  new  contract?  It  seems  to  me  that 
they  did  not,  and  that  the  meaning  of  the  transaction  was 
merely  to  keep  their  agents  right,  and  in  case  of  neglect  to 
be  able  to  come  upon  them  for  the  amount  of  the  premium 
by  way  of  penalty ;  but  they  did  not  mean  thereby  to  make 
themselves  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  policy.  It  is  oniy 
on  the  ground  that  they  became  liable  upon  a  new  con- 
tract, that  anything  can  be  made  of  the  case  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  was  purely  a 
mode  of  keeping  their  own  agents  in  order,  by  holding 
over  them  in  terrorem  that  they  should  be  responsible 
for  the  amount  of  money  not  received.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  verdict  is  right,  and  ought  not  to  be 
turbed. 

GuBNET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 


t. 
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Bxek.  of  PleoM, 
i840. 


Beckett  and  Others  v.  Button. 


XhE  declaration  was  on  a  promissory  note  for  jS250^  Dedmntionon 
made  by  the  defendant,  dated  the  9th  of  November,  1838,  nouk^igZo, 
payable  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  order,  on  demand,  for  SJ!^*^!** 
Talne  received.    The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  did  not  ^^^  <>>«  ^th 

of  NoTember, 

make  the  note.    At  the  trial  before  Roffe,  B.,  at  the  last  isss,  payable 

York  Assizes,  the  note,  on  being  produced  in  evidence,  Trtheir^de^^ 

tamed  out  to  be  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  for  ^^"*5^  .^^•^ 

iE260,  made  by  the  defendant  and  his  wife,  dated  the  6th  fendant  did  not 

0f  November,  1837,  payable  twelve  months  after  date.  The  proof  at 

with  interest.    It  appeared  that  it  was  given  in  consider-  a^'joiKrTand^^ 

ition  of  an  advance  of  the  sum  of  237/.  10«.  to  the  defend-  ^«'**  promis- 
sory note  for 
anfs  wife,  and  there  was  no  proof  of  the  existence  of  any  £250,  made  by 

ether  note  between  the  parties.    The  learned  Judge,  on  and  hVwife?' 
the  application  of  the  plaintiffs^  counsel,  allowed  the  record  ^^^  ^^  ®' 
to  be  amended,  so  as  to  correspond  with  the  note,  and  iss7,  payable 
then  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  giving  the  defend-  after  date. 
ant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  pr<^7of  any  * 
think  the  amendment  ought  not  to  have  been  made.  f '^*'  ^^^, 

^  between  the 

parties.— ^eltf, 

W.  H,  WaUcn  now  moved  accordingly,  and  contended  variance  pro. 
that  the  learned  Judge,  in  permitting  this  amendment,  Jf'Nidlprii!^!* 
liad  exceeded  the  powers  intended  to  be  given  by  the  staL  "»<}«'  the  «Sr  4 

Wills  4*  c*  42y 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  in  cases  of  variance. — ^This  was  s.  23. 
a  material  variance  in  substantial  parts  of  the  note,  and 
the  defendant  has  been  prejudiced  by  the  amendment. 
The  note  produced  differs  in  its  date,  in  the  parties  to  it, 
and  in  the  period  of  its  duration,  from  that  declared  upon. 
Suppose  the  defendant  had  suffered  judgment  by  default 
to  the  declaration,  that  judgment  would  not  be  available 
to  him  in  a  subsequent  action  by  a  third  party  upon  this 
note.    Besides,  the  note  was  for  £250,  when  it  appears 
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Mtek.  rf  Pleat,  tliat  the  actual  sum  due  was  237/.  10s.  only,  and  the  de- 
^  1840.   ^     fence  might  have  been  that  the  transaction  was  usurious, 
Beckbtt      which  could  not  hare  been  pleaded  without  arerring  that 
DuTTON.      ^^^  ^^^  ^^  different  from  that  declared  on.     [Alderson, 
B. — How  could  there  be  any  defence  of  that  kind?  die 
difference  between  the  two  sums  is  not  greater  than  the 
lawful  interest  on  the  287/.  IO9.]     At  all  events,  this  is  a 
mistake  which  oould  have  arisen  only  from  great  negli- 
gence, and  an  amendment  in  such  a  case  tends  onfy  to 
encourage  it* 

Parks,  B. — ^I  do  not  see  that  any  real  hardship  er 
prejudice  has  been  done  to  the  defendant  by  this  amend- 
ment. It  is  not  pretended  that  there  is  more  than  one 
promissory  note  in  existence  between  these  parties,  and  the 
sum,  as  well  in  the  note  declared  on  as  in  that  proved 
in  evidence,  is  substantially  the  same,  and  became  due 
at  the  same  time.  It  is  clearly  a  mere  misdeserqytkm. 
As  to  the  usury,  no  such  thing  ajq^ears ;  and  if  it  reaUy 
existed,  it  might  have  been  pleaded  to  the  note  as  a  set 
out  in  the  declaration,  without  prejudice  to  the  defence. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  was  a  very  proper 
one. 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  just  the 
ease  in  which  the  legislature  intended  that  the  discretion- 
ary power  of  amendment  should  be  exercised. 


GtTRNBY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 
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Etch,  <if  Pteat, 
1840. 

The  Goyebnoe  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land v.  James  Eeid  and  John  Reid. 


Thii 


!S  was  an  action  to  recoYer  firom  the  defendants  a  ba^  Under  a  capias 
lance  of  2871/.  149.,  dne  in  respect  of  scYeral  foreign  bills  of  sued  in  Febru- 
ezcbange  for  npwards  of  £7000,  drawn  by  the  defendants,  J^al^oni^ 
pajrable  sixty  days  after  sight,  and  indorsed  to  the  plain-  fo'^gn  b>u«  of 
tiffs.  The  action  was  commenced  by  capias,  before  the  upwards  of 
stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110  came  into  operation.  The  affi-  the  defendants, 
daYit  to  hold  to  bail  stated  the  amounts  and  particulars  of  ^^J][*^^!" 
the  bills,  and,  as  to  some  of  them,  that  they  had  been  re-  »»« <>»  business 

^  J  jml,^  United 

fused  acceptance  and  payment  by  the  drawees;  as  to  others,  states,  were 

that  they  had  been  refdsed  payment  by  the  acceptors.    A  out*of  Se  pro-' 

writ  of  exigi  facias  was  issued  on  the  12th  of  February,  1838,  ^^^^i^^Jj^*'*' 

and  the  plaintiffs  proceeded  to  outlawry  against  both  the  received  up- 

.  wards  of  £4000. 

defendants,  and  a  special  capias  utlagatum  was  issued  on  on  appUcation 
the  10th  of  May,  1888,  under  which  goods  of  the  defendants  ouul^^!  the 
were  seized  and  sold,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  which  the  rest  ^^^^  directed 

/  ^  that  it  should 

rf  the  plaintiffs'  claim  was  satisfied.    In  this  term,  Cramp-  be  reversed  on 

tm  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why,  upon  entering  a  Lst^andonen- 

ccmunon  appearance,  the  proceedings  to  outlay  shonld  ^XSr 

not  be  rcYcrsed.  The  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  James  Beid,  »p««»  ^^  ***** 

the  money  re- 
in support  of  the  rule,  sworn  20th  of  October,  1840,  stated  ccivcd  under 

that  the  defendants  had  continually  resided  in  the  United  be^invested^in 

States  for  five  years  last  past  (except  as  after  mentioned),  biS^and^de 

where  they  had  carried  on  business  as  commission  and  ge-  «5t€d  with  the 

officer  of  the 

neral  merchants  in  copartnership ;  that  in  June  1837,  the  Court,  to  abide 
defendant,  John  Beid,  came  to  England  to  lay  the  state  of  svlu^^^^^  *  * 
his  affairs  before  their  creditors,  and  on  the  27th  of  Septem-      ^^•J5'  °"  •" 

''  ^  appucation  to 

ber,  1887,  left  England  and  returned  to  the  United  States;  reverse  an  out- 
that  in  August  1889,  he  again  proceeded  to  England,  and  see  sufficient 
remained  there  about  a  month,  when  he  returned  to  the  beiie^g°that 

the  defendant 
does  not  intend 
to  remain  in  this  country,  and  that  the  circumstances  are  such  as  that  a  Judge  would  order  a  ca- 
pias to  issue  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  3,  it  seems  that  they  will  still  impose  on  the  defend- 
ant the  condition  of  putting  in  special  bail. 
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MteJL  of  PUoi,  United  States  to  attend  to  his  business^  where  he  had  ever 
^^^'  ^  since  remained;  that  the  defendant  James  Reid  came  to 
England  for  the  purpose  of  his  general  business  in  August, 
1836^  and  in  the  September  following  returned  to  the 
United  States^  and  remained  there  until  August^  1840, 
when  he  left  the  United  States  for  this  countiy^  and  arrived 
in  England  on  the  9th  of  September:  and  that  both  the  de- 
fendants were  abroad  when  the  writ  of  exigent  was  issued 
against  them.  The  affidavit  in  opposition  to  the  rule 
stated,  that  on  the  20th  of  July,  1839,  a  summons  was  taken 
out  by  the  defendants^  attorney,  calling  on  the  plaintifib  to 
shew  cause  at  chambers  why  the  outlawry  should  not  be  set 
aside;  but  that  on  the  25th  of  July,  the  plaintiffs'  attomies 
received  a  letter  from  the  defendants'  attomies^  stating 
that  they  had  that  morning  received  instructions  from  their 
clients  not  to  proceed  with  the  application. 

Sir  jP.  Pollock  (with  whom  was  Bayley)^  shewed  cause 
against  the  rule,  and  contended  that,  as  all  the  proceedings 
were  regular,  the  Court  ought  not  to  set  aside  the  outlawry 
on  the  defendants'  merely  entering  a  common  appearance, 
but  would  impose  upon  them  such  further  terms  as  they 
should  deem  equitable;  and  that  the  defendants  ought 
to  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  costs  and  put  in  bail,  and  the 
plaintiffs  be  permitted  to  retain  the  money  received  under 
the  execution,  in  part  satisfaction  of  their  debt.  He  ui^ed 
that  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110  did  not  apply  to  this  case; 
because  here  the  defendants  avowed  that  their  permanent 
residence  was  abroad,  and  therefore,  if  they  were  now  within 
the  jurisdiction,  an  affidavit  might  well  be  made  that  they 
were  about  to  leave  England:  and  he  cited  Matthews  v. 
Erbo  (a),  in  which,  under  similar  circumstances,  the  Court 
refused  to  interfere  at  all  on  motion,  but  left  the  defendant 
to  his  writ  of  error. — The  Court  then  called  on 

(a)  1  Ld.  Rajm.  349 ;  Carth.  459. 
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'    Cre9SweU  and  Crompton,  contra. — If  the  affidavit  to  hold  Exch.  of  PUas, 
to  bail  appears  to  be  so  substantially  defective  that  the  de-     ^   ^^Q* 
fendants^  if  they  had  been  arrested  on  it^  would  have  been 
entitled  to  their  discharge  on  entering  a  common  appear- 
ance^  it  cannot  be  made  the  foundation  of  protceedings  to 
outiavny^  and  they  are  entitled  to  reverse  the  outlawry  on 
entering  a  common  appearance.     Here  the  affidavit  does 
not  shew,   as  to  all  the  bills^  that  they  are  overdue :   it 
merely  states  that  they  have  been  accepted^  and  that  pay- 
ment of  them  has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor;  but  it  does 
not  state  when  they  were  accepted,  and  therefore  discloses 
no  means  of  computing  the  sixty  days^  sight,  so  as  to  shew 
that  they  were  overdue.    And  where  an  affidavit  to  hold 
to  bail  is  bad  as  to  part  of  the  sum  for  which  the  ar- 
rest is  made,  it  is  bad  altogether,  and  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  his  discharge:  Kirk  y.  Almond  {a),    [Parke j  B. — 
That  case  has  been  disapproved  of,  and  is  acted  on  only 
where  the  part  which  is  good  cannot  be  separated  irom 
that  which  is  bad  (d).     Here  this  affidavit  is  undoubtedly 
good  as  to  some  of  the  bills.]     At  all  events,  it  is  clear  that 
these  proceedings  would  be  bad  on  error,  as  the  defendants 
vera  abroad  when  the  exigent  was  awarded.    The  plain- 
tiffs, therefore,  are  not  in  strictness  entitled  to  the  costs  of 
outlawry;  Ibbotson  v.  Fenton  (c) ;  and  as  to  the  condition  of 
putting  in  bail,  since  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  it  is  not 
in  the  ordinary  course  to  require  special  bail  to  be  put  in, 
on  the  reversal  of  an  outlawry.    Harvey  v.  (fMeara  (rf) 
is  expressly  in  point.    There  the  action  was  commenced, 
and  an  exigi  facias  was  awarded,  and  the  proceedings  in 
outlawry  were  completed,  during  the  defendants  absence 
abroad,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  statute;  and  on  an 
application,  after  its  passing,  to  set  aside  the  outlawry,  and 
discharge  the  defendant  from  custody  on  entering  a  com- 

(fl)  2  C.  &  J.  354.  (c)  6  Ad.  &  EU.  772. 

(6)  See  Cavnee  v.  'Righy,  3  M.  \d)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  725. 

&  W.  67. 

VOL.  YII.  M  M.  W. 
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Stek.  •/  Pitat,  mon  appearance  and  on  payment  of  costs^  the  Court  made 
^^^'  .  the  rule  absolute.  It  is  said  that,  under  the  dream- 
stances,  this  case  is  such  as  that  an  affidavit  might  be  made, 
on  which  a  Judge  would  issue  a  capias  under  the  statute. 
Even  if  this  were  so,  that  ought  to  be  the  subject  of  a  dis- 
tinct application:  if  the  condition  of  putting  in  bail  is  im- 
posed now,  the  defendants  are  precluded  from  answering, 
and  shewing  that  they  do  not  intend  to  leave  the  country. 
Nor  are  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  retain  the  money  levied 
under  the  capias  utlagatum.  The  proceedings  being  mere- 
ly for  the  purpose  of  compelling  an  appearance,  the  case 
is  similar  to  that  of  money  paid  into  Court  in  lien  of  bail; 
when  the  party  enters  the  appearance,  he  takes  it  out  again* 
All  that  the  plaintiffs  can  demand  is  to  be  put  in  the  same 
condition  as  when  the  proceedings  in  outlawry  were  com- 
menced. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  this  rule 
cannot  be  absolute  except  upon  payment  of  costs;  and 
further,  that  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case, 
we  should  be  doing  great  ii^ustice  if  we  insisted  on  the 
plaintiffs'  returning  the  money  which  has  been  levied :  more 
especially  as  the  majority  of  the  Court  think  that  we  ought 
not  also  to  impose  the  terms  of  putting  in  special  bail. 
The  Court  all  think  that  the  money  should  remain  to  be 
subject  to  the  final  decision  of  the  cause;  because  if 
the  outlawry  be  reversed  and  the  money  returned,  the 
defendants  may  go  abroad  again,  and  so  prevent  the 
plaintiffs  from  obtaiuing  execution.  The  only  remaining 
question  therefore  is,  whether  the  defendants  ought  to  be 
compelled  to  put  in  bail.  I  should  myself  have  thought  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case  were  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify the  Court  in  requiring  them  to  do  so.  The  proceed- 
ings in  outlawry  were  commenced  in  1837 ;  the  seizure 
took  place  in  May  1838 ;  in  July  1839,  an  application  is 
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made  to  set  aside  the  outlawry^  which  is  abandoned  a  few  Exeh.  of  pum, 
days  afterwards^  it  being  clear  that  the  defendants,  or  one  ^^^' 
of  them,  were  then  in  this  country.  Then  it  is  not  until 
this  present  month  of  NoTember,  1840,  that  this  applica- 
tion is  made  to  the  Court.  All  the  facts  speak  plainly  to  my 
ndnd,  that  the  application  was  delayed  until  the  defendants 
should  hare  gone  away  to  America,  so  that  the  Bank  would 
hare  no  opportunity  to  apply  for  a  capias  under  the  statute. 
I  admit  the  general  principle,  that,  since  the  1  &  2  Vict* 
e.  110,  a  defendant  is  entitled  to  set  aside  his  outlawry 
without  putting  in  special  bail;  but  here  I  think  the  dr- 
eomstances  afford  sufficient  ground  for  concluding  that  the 
defendants,  having  been  in  England,  have  gone  abroad  in 
order  to  make  this  motion  more  conveniently,  and  that  their 
delay  has  given  them  the  means  of  getting  away,  and  has 
deprived  the  plaintifib  of  the  opportunity  of  obtaining 
ipecial  bail.  I  think  it  must  be  inferred  that  they  intended 
to  go  abroad;  and  that  it  is  a  case  in  which  a  Judge  would 
liave  made  an  order  for  a  capias  to  issue.  This  is,  however, 
a  matter  of  no  great  importance,  as  we  are  all  agreed  that 
fhe  money  must  remain  until  the  action  is  determined* 


Pabke,  B. — ^There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  it  is  the 
constant  practice  of  the  Court,  on  motion  to  set  aside  an 
outlawry,  to  impose  such  terms  as  they  think  reasonable, 
this  being  an  application  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court.  If  the  defendant  chooses  to  resort  to  a  writ  of 
error,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  so ;  but  if  he  applies  to  the  Court, 
the  invariable  practice  is  to  impose  on  him  the  terms  of 
paying  costs,  unless  he  satisfactorily  makes  it  out  that  the 
plaintiff  vexatiously  proceeded  to  outlawry,  by  an  abuse  of 
the  process  of  the  Court,  knowing  that  the  defendant  was 
not  subject  to  outlawry.  That  is  not  the  present  case; 
so  that,  at  all  events,  the  defendants  must  pay  all  the  costs. 
The  next  question  is  as  to  the  money  levied  under  the 

m2 


RsiD. 
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Exek.  qf  PUoi,  Outlawry;  and  under  the  circumstances^  it  appears  to  me 

^  ^  '    ^    that  we  ought  not  to  require  the  plaintiffs  to  refund  it,  but 

Bank  of      that  the  equitable  course  is^  that  it  should  remain  in  medio, 

England  ,  , 

to  abide  the  decision  of  the  cause.  With  respect  to  the 
question  of  bail,  I  think  the  defendants  ought  not  to  be 
required  to  put  in  special  bail.  Nothing  turns  upon  the 
validity  of  the  affidavit  of  debt,  which  appears  to  me  to  be 
perfectly  correct.  But  since  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  and 
the  decision  of  my  brother  Coleridge  in  Harvey  v.  (yMeara, 
the  general  rule  of  the  Courts  ought  to  be,  to  discharge 
a  defendant  firom  outlawry  on  entering  a  common  appear- 
ance, and  on  payment  of  costs.  If  the  plaintiff  says  that 
he  has  lost  an  opportunity  of  arresting  the  defendant,  he 
should  make  that  clearly  appear  by  affidavit.  I  think  that  it 
is  not  so  here ;  non  constat  but  that  both  these  defendants 
are  now  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  if  so,  the  plaintiffs 
may  have  an  opportunity  of  applying  to  a  Judge  for  a  ca- 
pias  against  them,  provided  they  are  about  to  leave  Eng- 
land. Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  it  does  not  appear  but  that 
the  plaintiffs  have  still  an  opportunity  of  holding  the  de- 
fendants to  bail,  I  think  we  ought  to  abide  by  the  general 
rule. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
costs  must  be  paid,  and  that  the  money  should  be  retained 
to  abide  the  event ;  but  I  agree  with  my  Brother  Parkey 
that  a  sufficient  case  is  not  made  out  to  require  special 
baU. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  doubt 
I  had  was  as  to  the  last  point :  I  thought  at  first  that  suffi- 
cient matter  was  disclosed  to  hold  the  defendants  to  bail, 
but  I  have  now  come  to  a  different  conclusion.  All  that 
appears  upon  the  affidavit  is,  that  the  defendants  are  per- 
sons residing  abroad,  and  now  in  England;  at  least  it  is 
not  shewn  that  they  have  left  England. 


\ 
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The  mie  was  made  absolute  for  reversing  the  out-  B*eh.  qf  PUatp 
lawry,  on  entering  a  common  appearance^  and 
on  payment  of  the  costs  of  outlawry  and  of  this 
application ;  the  defendants  to  invest  the  mo-i 
ney  received  by  them  in  Exchequer  Bills^  and 
deposit  the  same  with  the  officer  of  the  Courts 
to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit.  The  defendants 
to  have  a  week  to  draw  up  the  rule;  and  if  not 
drawn  up  within  that  time^  the  rule  to  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 


SWEETINQ  V.  ASPLIN. 

INDEBITATUS  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  and  ma-  r.  having  un- 
terials^  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  account  stated.  Jrflfon  mq-^  * 
The  defendant  pleaded,  except  as  to  63/.  13*.,  (which  was  ^^"^^^^^f^^  . 
paid  into  Court),  non  assumpsit,  and  also  other  pleas  ation  of  Henley 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state.  At  the  trial  before  farm  occupied 
Gumet/j  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county  of  Essex,  sfto  do*Ui?!Sir* 
the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case : —  pentcw'  work; 

^      ,  and  the  follow- 

The  corporation  of  Henley-on-Thames  being  about  to  ing  agreement 
build  a  house  for  the  defendant,  on  a  farm  which  he  occu-  ^iJ^^by^FUand 
pied  as  their  tenant  at  West  Tilbury,  requested  the  de-  n2,J|^ J^ V  .^ 
fendant  to  take  the  necessary  steps  for  that  purpose.  He  ''it  having  been 
accordingly  applied  to  one  Rowland,  a  bricklayer,  to  build  A.  shall  build  a 
the  house.  Rowland  undertook  it,  and  engaged  the  plain-  jhrfann'^-** 
tiff  to  do  the  carpenter's  and  other  work.    A  written  con-  copied  by  Mr. 

'^  A.,  it  M  hereby 

tract  was  entered  into  between  Rowland  and  the  corpor-  agreed  and  un- 
derstood be- 
tween the  said 
R.  and  S.,  that  S.  shall  do  all  the  carpenter's  work,  &c.  under  the  inspection  and  control  of  the 
said  A.,  and  that  the  amount  of  the  said  work  shall  be  paid  by  Mr.  A.  to  S.  only,  and  that  thla 
agreement  shall  be  his  guarantee  for  so  doing."    On  the  same  day,  A.  wrote  to  S.  as  follows:— 
"  It  having  been  agreed  that  R.  shall  build  a  new  house  on  the  farm  occupied  by  me,  and  that, 
by  an  agreement  this  day  shewn  me  between  you  and  S.  you  are  to  do  the  carpenter's  work, 
&C.,  and  that  the  payment,  when  done,  is  to  be  made  by  me  to  you,  and  to  no  other  person,  ac  • 
cording  to  plan  and  specification,  1  hereby  undertake  to  pay  the  same,  by  having  a  proper  dis- 
charge :" — Held,  that  S.,  having  done  the  work,  could  not  maintain  an  action  of  indebitatua 
assunpait  for  work  and  labour  against  A.  for  the  value  of  it 
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EMch.  of  Pleat,  ation^  to  whicli  the  plaintiff  waa  no  party,  but  was  aware 

^    ^'  ^    of  its  contents.    After  it  had  been  signed  by  Rowland, 

SwEETiKo     the  following  memorandum  of  agreement  was  made  be- 

AiFuv.       tween  Rowland  and  the  plaintiff,  and  witnessed  by  the 

defendant: — 

"  Memorandum  made  this  day  between  Samuel  Sweet- 
ing, of  South  Ockcndon,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  carpen- 
ter, and  Isaac  Rowland,  of  the  same  place,  bricklayer. 
It  having  been  arranged  that  the  said  Isaac  Rowland 
shall  build  a  new  house  at  the  farm  occupied  by  Peter 
Asplin,  Esq.,  called  Gun-Hill  Farm,  in  the  parish  of  West 
Tilbury,  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  understood  between  the 
said  Samuel  Sweeting  and  Isaac  Rowland,  that  Samuel 
Sweeting  is  to  do  and  perform  all  the  carpenter's,  joiner's, 
painting,  glazing,  ironmonger's  work,  and  all  the  chim- 
ney pieces  wanting,  in  a  proper  manner,  and  also  the 
stonemason's  and  slater's  work,  and  find  materials  for  the 
above  works,  under  the  inspection  and  control  of  the  said 
Peter  Asplin,  and  the  person  that  shall  be  appointed  to 
inspect  and  survey  the  work,  and  by  no  other  person.  And 
it  is  further  agreed  and  understood  between  the  said 
Samuel  Sweeting  and  Isaac  Rowland,  that  the  amount  of 
the  said  work  of  the  said  Samuel  Sweeting  shall  be  paid  by 
Mr.  Asplin  to  Samuel  Sweeting  only,  and  thai  this  agree- 
ment shall  be  his  guarantee  for  so  doing.  Witness  our  hands 
this  23rd  day  of  February,  1839. 

.,  -r^.  -r.  A  "  Isaac  Rowland. 

"  Witness,  Peter  Asplin.  ^^^  _,  ,, 

'^  Samuel  Sweeting. 

On  the  same  day,  the  defendant  wrote  and  sent  the  fol- 
lowing letter  to  the  plaintiff: — 

''  West  Tilbury,  February  23, 1839. 
"  Sir — It  having  been  agreed  that  Mr.  Isaac  Rowlandi 
of  South  Ockendon,  bricklayer,  shall  erect  and  build  a  new 
house  on  the  farm  occupied  by  me,  called  Gun-Hill  Farm, 
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in  this  pariflli^  and  that^  by  an  agreement  this  day  shewn  Sxt^  of  Ph 
me,  between  you  and  the  said  Isaac  Rowland^  dated  this     ^         \ 
day^  you  are  to  do  and  perfonn  the  carpenter's,  joiner's, 
glaxing,  ironmonger's,  stonemason's,  and  slater's  work, 
and  all  the  chimney  pieces  wanting  for  such  work;  and 
that  the  payment,  when  done,  is  to  be  made  by  me  to  you, 
and  to  no  other  person,  according  to  plan  and  specifica- 
tion, /  hereby  undertake  to  pay  the  same,  by  hamng  a  proper 
dieeharge.    I  am.  Sir,  &c. 
"To  Mr.  S.  Sweeting,  carpenter,  Pbter  Asplin." 

"  South  Ockendon.'' 

The  work  mentioned  in  the  above  agreement  was  proved 
to  have  been  done  by  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  upon  these 
fiicts,  Rowland,  and  not  the  defendant,  was  the  original 
debtor  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  this  action  of  indebitatus 
assumpsit  could  not  be  maintained.  The  learned  Judge, 
however,  thought  that,  taking  the  two  documents  toge- 
ther, the  defendant  had  entered  into  an  original  under- 
taking, and  had  made  himself  the  principal  debtor  to  the 
plaintiff:  and  under  his  direction  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  damages  157/.  10^.  \0d. 

Piatt  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection, 

Theeiger  and  Gumey  shewed  cause. — ^The  only  question 
is,  whether  the  undertaking  of  the  defendant  amounted 
only  to  an  agreement  to  pay  the  plaintiff  in  default  of 
Rowland's  paying  him,  or  whether  it  was  not  an  absolute 
agreement  by  the  defendant  to  pay.  And  taking  the  two 
papers  together,  which  are  to  be  considered  as  forming 
one  contract,  although  they  are  not  drawn  up  with  techni- 
cal accuracy,  they  are  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  defendant, 
who  was  to  derive  benefit  firom  the  work,  entered,  not 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas,  into  a  mere  guarantee^  but  into  an  original  nndertak- 
^  1840,   ^    ijjg^     There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  between  the 
SwEETiNQ     plaintiff  and  Rowland  which  creates  an  original  liabil- 
AfPLiBT*       ^^7  i^  Rowland^  and  on  which  he  could  be  sued :  it  ap- 
pears to  amount  to  this^  that  as  to  the  work  therein  men- 
tioned, the  plaintiff  shall  be  put  in  the  place  of  Bowlandj 
and  be  paid  for  it  bj  the  defendant  instead  of  by  Rowland. 
The  case  resembles  that  of  Simpson  t.  Penion  (a).    There 
the  plaintiff  introduced  the  defendant  to  an  upholsterer, 
and  in  his  presence  asked  the  upholsterer  if  he  had  any 
objection  to  supply  the  defendant  with  some  furniture; 
and  that  if  he  would,  the  plaintiff  would  see  him  paid  at 
the  end  of  six  months.    The  upholsterer  agreed  to  gire 
this  credit,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  him  the  order,  and  the 
goods  were  supplied  accordingly.      It  was  held  that  this 
was  an  original  and  not  a  collateral  undertaking  by  tlie 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  having  paid  for  the  goods 
at  the  end  of  the  six  months,  might  recover  the  money  so 
paid  from  the  defendant.     So  here,  it  appears  that,  be- 
fore the  plaintiff  would  undertake  the  work — as  there,  be- 
fore the  party  would  supply  the  goods — ^he  obtained  the 
undertaking  of  the  defendant  to  pay.    Dixon  v.  Hatfield  (&) 
still  more  resembles  the  present  case.    There  one  West 
had  undertaken  to  complete  the  carpenter's  work  in  the 
defendant  Hatfield^s  house,  and  to  find  all    materials. 
West  being  delayed  for  want  of  funds  or  credit  to  procure 
timber,  it  was  supplied  by  Moore,  on  the  defendant's  sign- 
ing an  undertaking  in  these  terms  : — "  I  agree  to  pay  M. 
for  timber  to  house  in  Annetf  s  Crescent,  out  of  the  money 
I  have  to  pay  William  West,  if  West's  work  is  completed.'' 
This  was  held  to  be  a  direct  undertaking  by  the  defendant 
to  pay  on  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  not  a  guarantee 
to  pay  if  West  should  fail.     Andrews  v.  Smith  (c)  ia  an 


(a)  2  C.  &  M.  430.  (J)  2  Bing.  439;  10  Moore,  42. 

(c)  2  C,  M.  &  R.  627. 
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authority  to  shew  that  the  undertaking  here  was  not  the  EteK  of  Pieoi, 
less  an  original  one,  because  it  was  to  pay  out  of  the  funds  v_zl— ^ 
that  should  come  to  the  defendant's  hands  for  Rowland.  Sweeting 
[Parke,  B. — ^This  is  in  truth  nothing  more  than  an  agree-  Asflin; 
ment  between  Rowland  and  the  plaintiff,  that  if  money 
should  become  due  to  Rowland  ftom  the  corporation  of 
Henley,  he,  the  defendant,  should  pay  out  of  the  funds  in 
lus  hands  to  the  plaintiff  instead  of  to  Rowland,  and  that 
that  paper  should  be  his  warrant  or  authority  for  so  doing. 
The  defendant  merely  attorns  to  that  agreement,  and  un- 
dertakes to  pay,  out  of  the  monies  due  firom  the  corpora- 
tion to  Rowland,  directly  to  the  plaintiff.  Alderson,  B. — 
Why  should  Rowland  and  the  plaintiff  agree  that  the  de- 
fendant should  be  guaranteed  in  making  the  payment,  if 
he  is  to  be  personally  liable?]  The  whole  work  was  done 
for  the  defendants  benefit,  though  nominally  for  the  cor- 
poration. [Parke,  B. — ^According  to  your  argument,  even 
if  Rowland  had  wholly  neglected  to  perform  his  work,  so 
that,  instead  of  JESOO,  £250  only  was  payable,  which  was 
swallowed  up  by  the  carpenter's  work,  that  must  be  paid  by 
the  defendant.  Alderson,  B. — ^In  Andrews  y.  Smith,  the 
plaintiff  declared  on  a  special  contract,  and  alleged  that 
funds  had  come  to  the  defendant's  hands;  here  the  plain- 
tiff sues  generally  for  work,  and  labour.]  If  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  undertake  the  work,  except  on  an  undertaking 
by  the  defendant  to  pay,  how  is  the  case  distinguishable 
firom  Simpson  y.  Penion?  [Alderson,  B. — ^No  doubt  it  is 
an  original  undertaking;  but  the  question  is,  whether  it 
can  be  the  foundation  of  an  action  for  work  and  labour.] 
There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  agreement  to  shew 
that  the  defendant  was  to  be  liable  only  conditionally  on 
having  funds  of  Rowland's  in  his  hands.  If  so,  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  on  the  general  count. 

Offle,  (with  whom  was  Piatt)  contra. — First,  this  was  a 
collateral  promise  on  the  defendant's  part  to  pay  the  debt 
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SmA.  0/  Phot,  of  Rowland ;  but  secondly^  if  it  was  not^  the  plaintiff  can^ 
2?^5l_^  not  recover  in  this  form  of  action^  but  should  have  declared 
spedaUy.  Here  the  contract  with  the  corporation  was 
signed  by  Rowland  as  the  only  contracting  party ;  then 
Rowland  and  the  plaintiff  enter  into  their  sub-contract. 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  is  founded  altogether  on 
the  hypothesis  that  Rowland  did  not  thereby  become  liable 
to  the  plaintiff;  but  it  is  clear  that  he  did^  and  that  if  the 
defendant  had  failed  to  pay  the  plaintiff^  he  might  have 
sued  Rowland.  Again^  supposing  the  plaintiff  had  done 
the  work  improperly,  who  but  Rowland  could  have  sued 
him?  If  this  be  so,  then  the  subsequent  agreement  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  merely  amounts 
to  a  guarantee  for  Rowland's  debt.  K  the  plaintiff  gave 
credit  to  Rowland,  the  defendant's  undertaking  must  be  a 
collateral  one ;  and  if  so,  the  plaintiff  clearly  should  have 
declared  specially :  Milnes  v.  ScuUhorpe  (a).  The  cases 
cited  on  the  other  side  do  not  apply.  In  Dixon  v.  HiatfiM, 
and  Andrews  v.  Smith,  the  plaintiff  declared  on  the  special 
contract,  averring  the  facts  necessary  to  shew  that  the  de- 
fendant had  become  liable.  The  words  of  the  agreement 
in  the  present  case  clearly  shew  that  another  party  than 
the  defendant  was  primarily  liable;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  only  to  pay  on  having  funds  payable  to  Rowland, 
and  on  having  a  proper  discharge  from  him. 

Parrs,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
made  absolute.  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to  dispose  of 
the  point,  whether  this  is  or  is  not  a  collateral  engagement 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  so  as  to  require  a  note  in 
writing;  if  it  were,  I  should  be  disposed  to  doubt,  on  one 
construction  of  these  documents,  whether  it  was  not  a 
collateral  engagement.  If  it  was  an  undertaking  by  the 
defendant  to  piiy  so  much  as  should  be  due  from  the 

(a)lSaund.211. 
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ocn^r&tion  to  Sweeting  by  Rowland's  assignment^  then  it  Exeh.  of  pieas, 
would  be  a  collateral  undertaking  for  the  corporation ;  but  ^  1840. 
if  it  meant  that^  if  the  defendant  had  money  in  his  handSj 
he  waa  to  pay  on  the  assignment  of  Rowland,  then  it  would 
not  be  collateral^  and  he  would  be  responsible  on  his  simple 
parol  promise.  It  is  unnecessary^  however,  to  decide  that 
point ;  here  there  is  a  note  in  writing ;  but  the  question 
is,  whether  the  plaintiff  can  recover  on  a  simple  indebitatus 
tssnmpsit^  or  whether  he  ought  not  to  declare  upon  the 
special  contract:  whichever  it  is,  I  think,  on  the  true  view 
of  the  contract  in  this  case,  that  no  such  relation  is  shewn 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  as  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  sue  the  defendant  /or  work  and  labour;  that 
there  is  no  such  privity  between  them  as  to  enable  him 
to  do  so;  but  that  he  could  only  sue  on  the  special  agree- 
ment. The  question  depends  on  the  construction  of  the 
agreement  proved  at  the  trial.  It  appears  that  the  corpo- 
ration had  agreed  with  Rowland  that  he  should  build  the 
house  for  them  for  a  specified  sum.  Then  comes  the  first 
manorandum  of  agreement  between  Rowland  and  Sweet- 
faig.  If  the  former  part  of  that  agreement  had  stood  alone, 
it  would  clearly  have  been  nothing  more  than  a  sub-con- 
tract between  Rowland  and  Sweeting,  Sweeting  looking 
to  Rowland  for  payment,  and  the  corporation  to  Rowland 
for  performance  of  the  work.  The  memorandum  refers  to 
the  original  agreement  which  had  been  entered  into  be- 
tween Rowland  and  the  corporation,  and  which  was  under 
seal.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  is,  in  effect,  that  the 
parties  meant  to  vary  that  original  agreement  under  seal, 
and  to  constitute  a  new  one,  whereby  the  defendant  was 
to  make  payment  to  Sweeting,  leaving  the  original  agree- 
ment to  stand  as  to  the  rest;  but  the  recital  shews  clearly 
HbMt  they  had  no  such  intention,  but  that  they  meant  it  to 
remain  in  full  force.  The  agreement  is  in  effect  this, — 
''When  the  contract  is  fulfilled  between  me,  Rowland,  and 
the  corporation,  I  agree  that  you.  Sweeting,  shall  receive 
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Exch.  of  pteat,  from  me  80  much  as  is  ascribable  to  your  work^  which  is  to  be 

performed  uudcr  the  inspection  and  control  of  Asplin  and 
the  surveyor^  and  of  no  other  person ;  and  it  shall  be  paid  by 
him  to  you  only,  instead  of  to  me,  and  this  agreement  shall 
be  his  guarantee  for  so  doing,  t.  e.  shall  be  his  warrant,  as 
agent  of  the  corporation,  for  making  that  payment/'  The 
defendant  is  the  subscribing  witness  to  this  agreement ; 
that,  however,  does  not  necessarily  import  that  he  knew 
the  contents  of  the  instrument.  But  his  own  subsequent 
agreement  of  the  same  date  shews  his  knowledge  of  the 
former;  and  he  thereby  imdertakes,  that  so  much  of  the 
money  which  shall  be  due  from  the  corporation  to  Bow- 
land,  as  is  properly  ascribable  to  the  carpenter's  work^ 
shall,  on  his  receiving  a  proper  discharge  from  Rowland^ 
be  paid  by  him  directly  to  the  plaintiff.  Therefore,  which- 
ever this  be,  whether  a  collateral  or  an  original  contracti 
it  is  a  special  contract,  and  does  not  render  the  defendant 
liable  as  for  work  and  labour;  the  plaintiff  must  sue  upon 
the  contract  itself,  t.  e.  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed, 
which  it  is  plain  none  of  the  parties  meant  to  vary:  it 
must  therefore  be  the  subject  of  a  special  action,  as  in 
Andrews  v.  Smith  and  Dixon  v.  Harrison. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that, 
looking  at  both  the  documents  together,  it  is  dear  that  this 
was  a  special  agreement,  and  not  an  agreement  whereby  one 
party  was  to  do  work  for  the  other,  and  to  be  paid  by  him 
for  that  work  when  done.  The  original  contract  was  by 
the  corporation  with  Rowland,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  parties  intended  it  should  be  altered.  K  the 
argument  for  the  plaintiff  be  right,  the  corporation  would 
not  have  to  pay  for  the  carpenter's  work  at  all.  The  case 
depends  on  the  effect  of  two  documents,  one  signed  by  the 
defendant  alone,  the  other  by  the  plaintiff  and  B.owland,  wit- 
nessed by  the  defendant.  If  there  was  a  direct  agreement 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  why  should  the 
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plaintiff  and  Rowland  come  to  any  arrangement  at  all?  Exek,  of  PUat, 
Here  is  anagreement  betweenBowlandandthe  plaintiff,  that  ^      ^ 

the  plaintiff  shall  do  the  carpenter's  work,  and  shall  be  paid  Sweeting 
for  it  in  a  particular  way,  that  is,  by  the  defendant  to  him  Asplin. 
anfy;  why  to  him  only,  unless  the  defendant  had  to  pay 
for  it  to  some  one  else  ?  It  must  mean,  to  him  and  not 
to  Rowland.  Why,  again,  should  there  be  an  agree- 
ment between  Rowland  and  the  plaintiff,  which  should  be 
a  warrant  to  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  7  If  the 
money  was  due  from  the  defendant  to  Sweeting,  Rowland 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter ;  but  if  it  were  payable 
first  to  Rowland,  it  would  require  his  signature  and  warrant 
to  authorize  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  according  to  his  sub- 
contract. That  construction  gives  effect  to  all  the  words 
of  the  instrument ;  but  the  other  construction  gives  none 
to  the  words  I  have  quoted :  as  Lord  EUenborough  once 
said,  it  is  a  complete  jettison  of  words.  Then  the  defend- 
ant, having  that  agreement  between  Rowland  and  the  plain- 
tiff shewn  to  him,  imdertakes  to  pay  the  plaintiff  by  having 
a  proper  discharge,  t.  e.  he  undertakes  to  fulfil  that  sub- 
agreement,  on  having  such  a  discharge  as  to  shew  that,  as  be- 
tween Rowland  and  the  plaintiff,  a  debt  is  due  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  carpenter's  work.  If  the  money  were  due  directly 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  payment  would  of  itself  be  a  discharge. 
The  plaintiff,  therefore,  should  have  sued  on  the  special 
contract,  and  shewn  that  Rowland  had  not  paid  him,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  money  of  Rowland's  in  his  hands. 

OuBNST,  B. — The  objection  at  the  trial  was,  that  this 
was  not  a  collateral  but  an  original  undertaking.  I  retain 
the  opinion  I  then  expressed,  that  it  is  an  original  one.  The 
other  question  is  one  of  some  difficulty,  and  on  which  I 
entertain  considerable  doubt.  I  yield,  therefore,  to  the 
opinions  of  the  rest  of  the  Court. 

RoLFx^  B. — The  question  which  it  is  necessary  to  decide 
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SWEETIHO 

9. 

AsrLiN. 


Exeh.  of  Pleat,  in  the  affirmative^  in  order  to  sustain  this  action^  is,  whe- 
^^^"  ther  work  and  labour  has  been  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant,  to  be  paid  for  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff* 
I  think  that  that  is  not  the  situation  of  the  parties;  but 
that,  whether  the  undertaking  of  the  defendant  be  an  ori- 
ginal or  a  collateral  one,  it  is  a  special  agreement,  on  which 
the  defendant  should  have  sued  specially.  The  latter 
words  of  the  second  agreement  appear  to  me  to  be  condnc 
sive.  When  a  man  enters  into  a  direct  agreement  with 
another,  he  does  not  say,  "1  will  pay  you  on  having  a  re- 
ceipt;'' but  when  it  is  collateral,  on  non-payment  by  a 
third  party,  it  is  natural  to  express  that  there  is  to  be  a 

voucher  from  him* 

Rule  absolute. 


MORLEY   V.  CULVERWELL. 

The  drawer  of  A.SSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  drawer  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
chwief  before  change  for  £100,  dated  7th  of  March,  1840,  drawn  by  the 
*^  ^Hd  with^thc  d^'^^ian*  o^  a^d  accepted  by  Thomas  G.  C.  Biley,  payable 
acceptor,  that  to  the  Order  of  the  defendant  three  months  after  date;  in- 
a  certain  mort-  dorsed  by  the  defendant  to  John  Short,  and  by  Short  to 
foifai!r*^""^  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded  nine  pleas,  of  which, 
amount,  he,  the  however,  thc  7th  and  9th  only  are  material  to  this  report. 

drawer,  thould  "  ,  *    , 

deliver  up  to  The  7th  plca  stated,  that  after  the  drawing  and  accepting 

exchan^  ai  of  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
my^t^lt  T^efore  the  deUvery  of  the  same  to  the  said  T.  G.  C.  Biley, 

The  acceptor 
accordingly  ex- 
ecuted the 
mortgage,  and 
received  back 
the  bill,  un* 
cancelled : — 
Held,  that  the 

drawer  was  liable  on  the  bill  to  a  party  to  whom  the  acceptor  afterwards  indorsed  it  for  raloe, 
before  it  became  due. 

A  plea,  in  such  action,  that  the  bill  was  paid  by  the  acceptor  before  it  became  due,  and  ailer- 
wards  re- issued  by  him  without  any  new  stamp,  can  be  supported  only  by  proof  of  actual  pay- 
ment in  cash,  and  not  by  evidence  of  any  arrangement  between  the  drawer  and  acceptor, 
whereby  the  bill  was  treated  aa  being  tatiafied. 


before  the  same  became  due  and  payable,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  while  the  defendant,  as  such 
drawer  as  aforesaid,  was  the  holder  thcreol^  and  entitled 
to  sue  upon  the  same,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  of  April,  1840, 
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it  was  agreed  between  the  defendant  and  Biley,  that  he.  Etch.  ^  puat, 
Bilej,  should  execute  a  certain  indenture^  and  thereby  ^  ^^Q-  , 
assign  by  way  of  mortgage  certain  leasehold  premises  Morlbt 
to  the  defendant^  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  large  siun  cultbawsu. 
of  money^  to  wit,  JE853,  part  of  which,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
£703,  was  theretofore  lent  and  advanced  by  the  defendant 
to  Biley,  and  for  part  of  which  Biley,  before  the  said  20th 
of  April,  1840,  gave  to  the  defendant  certain  bills  of  ex- 
change, drawn  by  the  defendant  on  Biley,  and  accepted  by 
him,  [stating  four  bills  of  exchange,  one  of  which  was  the 
bill  mentioned  in  the  declaration] ;  and  that  the  defendant 
should  deliTer  up  to  Biley  the  said  four  bills  of  exchange, 
liiat  ia  to  say,  the  three  bills  of  exchange  in  this  plea  men- 
tioned, and  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  as  discharged  and  fully  satisfied  by  the  said 
T.  G.  C.  Biley.  Averment,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
agreement,  the  said  mortgage  was  executed  by  Biley,  and 
accepted  and  received  by  the  defendant  in  discharge  and 
satisfaction  of  the  said  four  bills  of  exchange,  and  there- 
upon the  said  biUs  respectively  were  given  up  and  deliver- 
ed to  Biley,  as  paid  and  fiiUy  satisfied  by  him,  Biley,  the 
acceptor  thereof,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  being  trans- 
ferred, indorsed,  or  otherwise  negotiated;  that  the  said  bill 
in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  indorsed  and  delivered 
by  Biky  to  Short,  without  any  consideration  or  value  for 
the  same,  and  without  any  authority  or  sanction  from  the 
defendant,  as  drawer  thereof,  and  that  Short  indorsed  and 
delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff  without  any  consideration  or 
value  for  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff  now  holds  the  same 
without  having  given  any  consideration  or  value  for  the 
same.    Verification. 

The  9th  plea  stated,  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  was  and 
is  an  instrument  or  bill  liable  to  the  chains  and  duty  im- 
posed by  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
that  the  said  bill  afterwards,  and  after  the  drawing  and  ao- 
cepting  thereof,  and  before  the  same  became  due,  to  wit. 
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Sxck.  rf  Pleat,  on  &c.^  was  fully  paid  and  satisfied  by  the  said  T.  G.  C.  Bi- 

1840.  ^     jgy^  j^^  y^^  then,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  after  the  said  bill 

MoRLBT       had  been  so  fully  paid  and  satisfied  by  Biley,  according  to 

CuLVBRWELL.  thc  statutcs  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  without  any 
new  stamp,  or  the  payment  of  any  rate  or  duty  chargeable 
thereon,  re-issued  by  the  said  T.  6.  C.  Biley.  Verification. 
— ^To  each  of  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injurifi,  on 
which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  last  as- 
sizes for  the  county  of  Surrey,  the  delivery  up  of  the  bills 
by  the  defendant  to  Riley,  the  acceptor,  on  his  executing  a 
mortgage,  was  proved  as  stated  in  the  7th  plea :  it  appeared 
also  that  Riley,  before  the  bill  in  question  became  due,  in- 
dorsed it  to  Short  for  a  valuable  consideration,  who  also,  be- 
fore it  became  due,  indorsed  it  for  a  valuable  consideration 
to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  not  proved  that  the  plaintiff  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances  imder  which  the  bill  had 
been  negotiated  by  Riley.  The  learned  Chief  Baron 
thought  that  the  7th  and  9th  pleas  were  proved  in  sub- 
stance, and  directed  a  verdict  on  those  issues  for  the  de- 
fendant, leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  him,  with  £102  damages.  Piatt  hav- 
ing obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Thestger  and  Petersdorff  shewed  cause. — ^The  question 
upon  this  rule  is,  not  whether  the  pleas  are  or  are  not 
good  in  point  of  law,  but  whether  they  were  proved  in 
fact.  The  whole  agreement  stated  in  the  7th  plea  was 
proved,  and  that  was  sufficient  to  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  recovering.  Here  the  acceptor,  during  the  running  of 
the  bill,  discharged  and  satisfied  it  by  agreement  with  the 
drawer;  and  it  could  not  afterwards  be  negotiated  by  the 
acceptor,  so  as  to  give  a  valid  title  to  an  indorsee.  There  is 
a  distinction  between  the  payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange  by 
a  party  primarily  liable  upon  it,  and  payment  of  it  by  any 
other  party.    If  it  be  paid  by  the  acceptor,  it  cannot  after- 
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wards  be  negotiated  at  all :  if  by  another  party  to  it^  and  Exek,  of  PUat, 
if  by  negotiating  it,  he  would  make  subsequent  parties  ^  ^'  ^ 
liable  ni>on  it,  he  cannot  negotiate  it;  otherwise  he  may.  Morlet 
The  agreement  of  the  indorsers  of  a  bill  is,  that  the  ac-  cuLYEawsLL. 
ceptor  shall  pay  it,  or  that  they  in  his  default  shall  do  so. 
By  his  payment  of  it,  that  contract  is  fulfilled.  There  is 
no  role  of  law  which  says  that  it  is  to  be  paid  by  the 
acceptor,  at  the  precise  moment  when  it  becomes  due.  It 
is  in  that  respect  like  a  bond.  Most  of  the  cases  on  this 
subject  were  decided  before  or  without  reference  being 
made  to  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  s.  19,  which 
enactfli,  that "  all  promissory  notes,  bills  of  exchange,  drafts, 
or  orders  for  money,  not  hereby  allowed  to  be  re-issued, 
shall,  t^Ton  the  payment  thereof,  be  deemed  and  taken  re- 
spectiyely  to  be  thereupon  wholly  discharged,  vacated,  and 
satisfied,  and  shall  be  no  longer  negotiable  or  available  for 
any  purpose  whatever.''  In  Bvrbridge  v.  Manners  (a),  it 
was  held  that  a  note,  which,  before  it  became  due,  was  paid 
and  taken  away  from  the  banker's  where  it  lay,  and  was  in- 
dorsed, also  before  it  became  due,  for  valuable  consideration 
to  the  plaintiJQT,  might  be  recovered  upon  against  the  payee. 
The  facts  of  that  case,  however,  do  not  appear  to  be  very 
intelligibly  stated;  and  it  was  before  the  stat.  55  Geo.  3,  c. 
184.  iBolfe,  B.— The  Stamp  Act  of  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  149, 
was  then  in  operation,  and  the  55  G«o.  3,  c.  184,  s.  19, 
18  in  terms  a  re-enactment  of  the  14th  section  of  that 
statute.]  The  true  rule  is  laid  down  in  Beck  v.  Robley  {b), 
and  Callow  v.  Lawrence  (c),  that  a  bill  cannot  be  indorsed 
or  negotiated  after  it  has  been  paid,  if  such  indorsement 
or  negotiation  would  throw  a  liability  on  any  of  the  parties 
who  would  otherwise  be  discharged.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
Those  were  cases  where  the  bill  was  negotiated  after  it 
was  due.    Parke,  B. — ^A  bill  may  be  negotiated  even  after 

(a)  3  Campb.  194.  (5)  2H.BL89  n. 

(e)  3  M.  &  Selw.  95. 
VOL.  VII.  N  M.  W, 
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Exek,  of  PiHu,  it  is  dae^  if  no  other  person  be  made  liable  tb'an  beforefl 

^  ^  •   .     Here,  however,  it  is  clear  that  the  transaction  amounted 

MoRLET       to  payment  hj  the  acceptor.    He  is  not  bomid  to  wait 

CuLTERWELL.   tuitil  thc  bill  bccomcs  due  before  he  pays  it.    Can  he  then 

afterwards  negotiate  it,  so  as  to  make  the  drawer  liable? 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  condition  of  ah  indorser  of  a  bill  pay- 
able after  date  is  this,  that  he  is  a  surety  for  the  payment 
of  it  by  the  acceptor  at  a  particular  time  and  place,  on  pre- 
sentment for  payment.  K  the  acceptor  pays  the  bill 
before  it  is  due  to  a  wrong  party,  he  is  not  discharged. 
It  has  been  so  held  in  the  case  of  a  banker's  cheque  ^y- 
able  to  bearer ;  if  the  banker  pays  it  before  it  is  due,  he 
is  not  protected  (a).]  There  he  is  doing  an  act  inconsistent 
with  his  duty  as  banker;  but  there  is  no  such  violation  6f 
duty  in  the  acceptor  paying  the  bill  before  it  is  due,  and 
to  the  party  entitled  to  receive  it.  [Parke,  B. — But  it  shews 
that  the  obligation  of  the  drawee  or  acceptor  is  to  pay  ai 
a  particular  time.  You  will  find  the  legal  liability  of  the 
drawer  and  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  very  clearly  ^- 
pressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  in  his  work  on  Bills  (6).] 
In  Bartrum  v.  Caddy  (c),  where  a  note  payable  on  demand 
was  indorsed  for  the  maker's  accommodation,  and  having 
been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a  creditor  of  his,  was  after- 
wards paid  by  the  maker  and  re-issued,  it  was  held  that  it 
was  no  longer  negotiable,  by  reason  of  the  stat.  55  Geo.  8, 
c.  184,  s.  19.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^There  the  note  was 
payable  on  demand,  so  that  it  was  over  due.]  In  FreaUfji 
V.  Fox  {d),  it  was  held  that  a  promissory  note  was  dii- 
charged  by  the  payee  and  holder  of  it  having  made  the 
maker  his  executor,  and  that  no  action  could  be  main- 
tained on  it,  even  by  a  party  claiming  by  indorsement  firam 
the  executor. 


Ca)  Da  Silva  v.  Fuller,  Bayl.  on  (c)  1  P.  &  D.  207. 

BQls,  326,  (5tli  edit).  (d)  9  B.  &r  Cr.  ISO;  4  Man.  ft 

(6)  Pp.  43, 156,  (5th  edit.).  R.  18. 
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■But  at  all  events^  the  defendant  ifl  entitled  to  the  verdict  Bxch.  ^  PUat, 

on  the  9th  plea.  The  stat.  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  does  not  dis-  ^   ^     ^ 
.tingniah  between  paymei^t  made  at  and  btfore  the  maturity       Morlbt 

of  the  bill;  but  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was,  that  CuLvkawELL. 
after  a  bill  had  been  in  any  manner  satisfied,  it  should  npt 
be  re-isaued  without  a  new  stamp. 

Plaii  9x4  Peacock,  contra. — ^First,  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  on  the  seventh  plea.  It  can  never  be 
said  that  the  rights  of  a  bon&  fide  indorsee  for  value  be- 
fore the  bill  became  due,  can  be  affected  by  a  private 
arrangement  between  the  drawer  and  acceptor.  This  bill 
was  never  paid,  in  a  legal  sense,  at  all.  The  undertaking 
of  an  acceptor  is  to  pay  the  bill  at  a  particular  time ;  and 
that  of  the  drawer  and  the  indorsers,  that  he  shall  pay  it 
at  thai  timcj  or  they  will  be  responsible.  In  pleading, 
therefore,  the  obligation  of  the  acceptor  is  said  to  be,  to 
pay  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  biU.  Has  he 
satisfied  that  obligation  here  ?  Mere  satisfaction  of  a  bill 
before  it  is  due  is  not  payment  of  it.  And  the  stat  55  Geo. 
8,  c.  184^  s..  19,  when  it  speaks  of  '^  the  payment  thereof/' 
means  not  the.  mere  act  of  payment,  but  payment  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  of  the  bill.  In  the  cases  cited  on  the 
oth^  fide,  the  instrument  had  been  paid  according  to  its 
tenor  and  effect,  and  therefore  could  not  afterwards  be 
nq;otiated  to  the  prcgudice  of  innocent  parties.  In  Freakly 
v.  Fox,  the  plaintiff  must  have  known  that  the  defendant 
Jbad  no.  right  jto  indorse  the  note  except  as  executor,  and 
therefore  tbat.it  was  dis^charged.by  making  him  executor : 
he  thus,  had  notice,  that  the  note  was  satisfied.  It  was 
.  eaaential,  therefore,  to  the  defendant's  case,  in  support  of 
the  issue  pn  jthis.  plea,  to  prove  not  only  the  agreement 
between  himself  and  the  acceptor,  but  also  that  the  bill 
.was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  with  notice  of  it,  and 
without  consideration. 

Secondly,  the  9th  plea  was  not  proved.     The  jEeicts 

n2 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  proved  on  the  trial  did  not  amoimt  to  payment  of  the 

'  ^     bill,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  it 

MoRLEY       "  was  fully  paid  and  satisfied''  by  Eiley.    That  must  mean 

CuLVERWELL.  a  payment  in  money :  but  this  was  a  mere  arrangement 
whereby  the  bills  were  considered  as  satisfied,  on  the  exe- 
cution of  a  mortgage.  It  is  clear  that  such  evidence  wouM 
not  have  supported  a  plea  of  payment ;  if  it  would,  it  might 
equally  be  proved  by  a  release,  or  by  the  delivery  of  a 
chattel  in  accord  and  satisfaction.  Neither  can  there  be 
any  re-issuing  of  a  bill  until  it  is  over  due ;  imtil  then,  it  is 
in  course  of  negotiation. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  role 
ought  to  be  made  absolute.  On  the  trial,  it  struck  me 
that  the  pleas  were  substantially  proved;  but  upon  con- 
sideration I  am  satisfied  that  I  was  wrong.  I  think, 
imder  the  circumstances,  the  7th  plea  could  not  be  sup- 
ported, unless  the  allegation,  that  the  plaintiff  took  the 
bill  without  any  consideration  or  value,  was  proved.  It 
seems  to  me  that  was  an  essential  part  of  the  plea,  in  order 
to  make  out  the  defence.  As  to  the  last  plea,  I  think  it  is 
bad  in  point  of  law ;  but  the  question  now  is,  whether  it 
was  proved  or  not.  It  is  bad,  on  the  groimd  that  it  does 
not  allege  a  payment  in  satisfaction  of  the  bill,  after  it 
became  due.  But  even  supposing  that  payment  by  the 
acceptor  in  satisfaction  of  the  bill,  before  it  became  due, 
were  a  good  answer  in  point  of  law  to  an  action  by  an 
indorsee,  the  plea  was  not  proved ;  because  upon  this  issue 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  expect  proof  of  actual  payment 
in  money y  not  of  a  mere  accord  and  satisfiaction.  K  the 
bill  were  satisfied  otherwise  than  by  payment  in  money, 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  expect  that  the  particular  kind 
of  satisfaction  should  be  set  forth  in  the  plea.  Proof  of 
payment,  therefore,  was  essential  to  support  this  plea;  and 
that  not  having  been  given,  the  defendant  cannot  main- 
tain his  verdict  upon  it. 
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With  respect  to  the  more  general  question  which  arises  Eieh.  rf  Pieat^ 
in  this  case,  I  am  now  satisfied,  after  some  doubt,  that  the  '  ^ 

plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  The  defendant,  the  drawer  Morlby 
of  the  bill,  agrees  with  the  acceptor,  while  it  is  running,  to  Culyerwell* 
deliver  it  up  to  him,  in  consideration  of  his  having  the 
secnrity  of  a  mortgage  of  property  of  the  acceptor;  and 
gives  up  the  bill  accordingly,  without  striking  out  his 
name  as  drawer.  Before  the  bill  becomes  due,  a  party 
who  is  ignorant  of  this  transaction  discoimts  it  for  the 
acceptor ;  and,  before  it  becomes  due,  tranfers  it  for  value  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  is  also  ignorant  of  the  transaction.  The 
question  then  is,  whether  the  discharge  of  a  bill  by  the 
acceptor,  by  an  arrangement  with  the  drawer  before  it  is 
due,  can  affect  the  bill  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder 
for  valuable  consideration.  I  think  it  cannot.  The  con- 
tract of  the  drawer  and  of  each  indorser  is,  that  the  bill 
shall  be  paid  by  the  acceptor  at  its  maturity — ^not  before  it 
is  doe ;  that  it  shall  be  paid,  as  Mr.  Peacock  has  observed, 
according  to  its  tenor  and  effect — that  is,  when  it  becomes 
due.  If,  upon  its  being  discharged  before  it  becomes  due, 
the  drawer  inadvertently  leaves  his  name  upon  the  bill,  he 
is  but  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  party  who  has  a  bill  in  ne- 
gotiation with  his  name  upon  it,  against  his  intention.  It 
is  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder,  who  has  no  notice 
that  it  has  been  discharged.  Suppose  mutual  accommo- 
dation acceptances  to  be  given,  and  to  be  exchanged  before 
they  have  been  negotiated,  the  names  remaining  on  them; — 
the  parties  may  circulate  them  so  as  to  give  a  title  to  a 
bonft  fide  holder,  before  they  become  due ;  and  wherein 
does  this  case  differ  from  that  ?  Therefore,  a  bill  is  not 
Ipoperlj  paid  and  satisfied  according  to  its  tenor,  unless  it 
be  paid  when  due;  and  consequently,  if  it  be  satisfied  be- 
fore it  is  due,  by  an  arrangement  between  the  drawer  and 
acceptor,  that  does  not  prevent  the  acceptor  from  nego- 
tiating it,  or  an  innocent  indorsee  for  value  from  recover- 
ing upon  it.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolutCi. 
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Bxeh.  qf  PUai,      Pakkb,  B. — ^I  entirely  coHcar  with  the  Lord  Chief 

-     Baron^  and  think  that  in  this  case  neither  of  the  jiktm 

MoRLET      '^as  proved.     [His  Lordship  stated  the  7th  plea.]     IJn- 

CuLVERWELL.  doubtcdly^  if  all  the  facts  alleged  in  this  plea  had  been 
proved^  they  would  have  amounted  to  a  good  defence;  be- 
cause the  plaintiff  would  then  have  been  it  the  same  situ- 
ation as  Shorty  and  Short  as  Biley;  and  as  to  Biley  flie 
bin  was  satisfied.  But  in  order  to  establish  the  plea,  it 
was  necessary  to  prove  the  two  allegations  which  put  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  situation  with  Biley ;  viz.  that  Bil^ 
indorsed  to  Shorty  and  Short  to  the  plaintiff^  without  value 
or  consideration;  whereas  it  was  proved  that  there  was  il 
valuable  consideration  for  both  indorsements.  The  ques- 
tion therefore  is^  whether  the  fact  of  the  acceptor  having 
satisfied  the  bill  before  it  became  due^  is  any  defence 
against  a  bon&  fide  indorsee.  I  am  of  opinion  that  no- 
thing will  dischai^  the  acceptor  or  the  drawer,  except 
payment  according  to  the  law  merchant — ^that  is,  payment 
of  the  bill  at  maturity :  if  a  party  pays  it  before,  he  jMircAoMt 
it,  and  is  in  the  siame  situation  as  if  he  had  discounted  it. 
The  rule  is  laid  down  correctly  by  Lord  EUenbcrat^h,  in 
Burbridge  v.  Manners,  that  a  payment  before  a  bill  becomes 
due  ''does  not  extinguish  it,  any  more  than  if  it  wefe 
merely  discounted ; ''  and  that  "payment  means  payment 
in  due  course,  and  not  by  anticipation.''  The  party  who 
takes  a  bill  before  it  becomes  due  has  no  means  of  know- 
ing whether  payment  has  been  anticipated  or  not.  The  7th 
plea,  therefore,  was  not  proved.  As  to  the  cases  that  have 
been  cited,  they  are  all  cases  of  bills  paid  at  maturity,  be« 
cause  they  were  payable  on  demand. 

With  respect  to  the  9th  plea,  the  question  now  is^ 
whether  it  was  proved  in  fact.  It  is  bad  in  point  of  Ia#; 
becfause  the  payment  mentioned  in  the  Stam^  Act  must 
be  taken  to  mean  payment  by  the  party  liable,  at  the  mar- 
turity  of  the  biU,  taid  according  to  the  tenor  of  it :  odier- 
wise  there  have  been  many  cases  wrongly  decided.    But  I 
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agree  that^  even  asauming  the  plea  to  be  good^  it  was  not  Ejich.  rf  pieat, 
preyed  in  fieurf;.    It  ^onld  be  essential^  in  order  to  support  '   ^ 

it,  to  prove  payment  of  the  bill  in  money,  and  not  merely  Morlet 
a  satisfSBctipn  of  it  by  an  agreement  such  as  was  proved  in  Culyerwell. 
this  caae^  which  was  no  payment  in  the  proper  sense  of  the 
word.  On  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  for  stating  only  that 
the  bill  had  been  '^paid  and  satisfied,^'  without  stating  the 
mode  of  payment,  the  plea  would,  I  think,  have  been  held 
sufficient,  on  the  ground  that  those  words  would  be  con- 
strued to  mean  payment  in  money.  It  follows  that,  in 
order  to  supjport  that  averment  in  evidence,  the  proof 
should  have  been  of  a  payment  in  money.  Neither  of  these 
pleas,  therefore,  being  proved,  the  rule  must  be  absolute 
to  enter  a  verdict  on  those  issues  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Hule  absolute. 


Cabne  v.  Brice  and  Another. 


Thi 


[IS  was  an  issue  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  directed  The  property 
by  Gun^,  B.,  to  try  whether  certain  wearing  apparel  p^cfboufh*^' 
taken  in  execution  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  issued  by  ^®5^^f"**^**y  f 

'  •'    wife  living  with 

the  plaintiff  against  the  effects  of  one  Richard  Morgan,  her  husband, 
was  the  property  of  Richard  Morgan  or  not.    The  issue  MtUed'to  her 
was  drawn  up  in  this  form  with  the  assent  of  both  parties,  fof^mwriw*" 
The  plaintiff  averred  in  the  declaration,  that  the  said  goods  ^^^  P^i^  ^  her 

by  the  trustees 

and  chattels,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  thereof,  were  the  of  the  settle- 
property  of  Richard  Morgan :  that  averment  was  traversed  Sw"iii^the*hu^- 
hy  the  plea,  and  issue  was  joined  thereon.  }!*"^'  •** J  **  ^ 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle-  taken  in  execu- 
lex  sittings  after  last  Easter  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  debts. 
plaintiff,  having  recovered  judgment  in  an  action  against 
Morgan  for  the  piece  of  butcher's  meat  supplied  to  him. 
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SxdL  rf  Pleas,  iss^ed  a  fieri  facias  thereon,  under  wliich  fhe  sheriff  was 
1B40.  proceeding  to  take  in  execution  certain  properly  then 
Carmb  ^  Morgan's  house  at  Hampstead,  where  he  resided  with 
BkTcs.  ^  ^^^'  when  the  defendants  interfered,  and  claimed  the 
property  as  trustees  of  the  wife,  on  the  ground  that  it  had 
been  purchased  with  money  vested  in  them  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  under  the  settlement  executed  previously  to 
her  marriage  with  Morgan.  It  was  ultimately  arranged 
among  the  parties,  that  the  plaintiff  should  seize  part  of 
the  property,  in  order  to  raise  the  question  between  them, 
and  he  accordingly  took  in  execution  Mrs.  Morgan's  wear- 
ing apparel,  which  had  been  bought  by  her  with  part  of 
the  money  so  settled  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  The 
defendants  offered  evidence  of  Moi^an's  bankruptcy,  with 
a  view  of  shewing  that,  at  all  events,  the  property  in  the 
goods  was  not  vested  in  him,  but  in  his  assignees.  The 
Lord  Chief  Baron  rejected  the  evidence,  considering  that 
the  only  question  intended  to  be  raised  on  the  issue  was 
as  to  the  right  of  the  defendants  as  trustees ;  and  being  ci 
opinion  that  the  property  in  the  goods,  under  the  dream- 
stances,  vested  by  law  in  the  husband,  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff. 

In  Trinity  Term,  Piatt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  issue  as  framed^  the 
evidence  of  Morgan's  bankruptcy  had  been  improperly  re- 
jected; and  also  on  the  ground  of  misdirection, — citing 
Jarman  v.  WooUottm  (a),  HeseUnion  v.  Gill  (&),  and  Dean  v. 
Brown  (c).  In  this  Term, 

Erie  and  Moody  shewed  cause. — ^First,  the  defendants 
were  not  at  liberty,  under  this  issue,  to  set  up  the  jus  tertn^ 
and  defeat  the  plaintiff  by  shewing  that  Moi^an  had  become 
bankrupt,  and  therefore  that  the  wearing  apparel  in  question 


(a)  3  T.  R.  GIB.  (6)Id.  620,  n.;  3  Dougl. 415. 

(r)  5  B. &  Cr.  336;  8  D.  &  R.  95. 
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belonged  to  his  assigneesj  and  not  to  him.    The  real  Bxek.  of  Phas, 
qnestion  intended  to  be  raised  between  the  parties  was,     ^    ^      ^ 
whether  the  property  belonged  to  the  trustees,  or  had        Carnb 
Tested  in  the  hnsband.     [Parke,  B. — The  form  of  the  issue        Bri'cs. 
ought  properly  to  have  been,  whether  the  goods  were  the 
property  of  the  trustees  or  not;  but,  in  truth,  that  is  in 
effect  the  question  upon  this  issue.]     The  issue  in  fact  is, 
whether  the  goods  were  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  as 
against  the  defendants,  the  claimants.    Neither  the  as- 
signees, nor  any  other  persons  not  parties  to  this  suit,  will 
be  barred  by  the  present  verdict :  Carter  v.  Johnson  (a). 

Secondly,  the  goods  were  the  property  of  the  husband, 
inasmuch  as  the  money  with  which  they  were  bought,  im- 
mediately on  its  being  handed  over  by  the  trustees  to  the 
wife,  and  in  her  hands  as  a  chattel,  vested  by  law  in  him :  a 
fortiori,  the  produce  of  that  money  by  a  subsequent  con- 
tract made  by  the  wife,  belonged  in  law  to  the  husband. 
In  Bex  V.  Firench  (6),  it  was  held  that  goods  bought  by 
a  married  woman,  even  when  living  apart  from  her  hus- 
band, on  an  income  arising  from  property  vested  in  trus- 
tees for  her  separate  use,  were  by  law  the  property  of 
the  husband,  and  must  be  so  described  in  an  indictment 
for  stealing  them.  The  cases  relied  upon  on  the  other 
side  are  distinguishable.  In  Jarman  v.  WooUoton,  stock 
in  trade  and  furniture  were  assigned  by  a  wife  before  her 
marriage,  to  a  trustee  for  her  separate  use,  to  the  intent 
that  she  might  carry  on  trade  at  her  own  risk  and  for  her 
own  benefit.  There  the  Court  held,  that  the  furniture, 
though  removed  to  the  husband's  house,  was  vested  in  the 
trustee.  Neither  is  it  disputed  here,  that  the  property 
included  in  the  settlement  vested  in  the  trustees.  So,  in 
Heidmion  v.  Gill,  where  certain  cows,  and  the  produce  and 
increase  to  arise  therefirom,  were  vested  before  marriage  in 
trustees,  for  the  separateuse  of  the  wife,  who  carried  on  the 
business  of  a  cowkeeper,  it  was  held,  that  neither  the  iden- 

(a)  2  M.  &  Rob.  263.  (6)  Ru88.&  Ry.  C.  C.  491. 
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fiffoft.  •/  PiMi»  tical  cows  induded  in  the  settlement!  nor  othen  bon^t 
^^*  by  the  wife  with  the  money  pxx>duced  by  the  sale  of  their 
milk,  were  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  for  a  debt  of  the 
husband ;  upon  the  ground,  as  stated  by  Lord  JH/EMfidd, 
that  there  was  no  authority  to  shew  that  a  man  may  not 
before  marriage  put  his  intended  wife  in  a  situation  to 
carry  on  a  separate  trade.  Here  the  parties  are  living  in 
private  life  together,  and  no  question  as  to  a  separate 
trade  arises.  In  Sir  John  St.  John*8  ccae  (a),  where  a  woman 
before  her  marriage  conveyed  certain  leases  to  trustees, 
and  after  her  marriage  received  the  rents,  and  died^  leaving 
part  of  them  in  money,  it  was  agreed,  that ''  if  the  trustees 
consent  that  the  wife  shall  receive  the  money,  as  in  the  case 
above  the  contrary  does  not  appear,  there  the  husband 
might  gain  the  property  as  husband.''  That  is  an  autho- 
rity directly  in  point  for  the  plaintiff.  In  Mokmy  v.  JTeii- 
nedy  (A),  after  a  separation  between  husband  and  wife,  the 
wife  invested  money  acquired  from  the  savings  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate  in  the  names  of  her  trustees,  and  appointed  it 
by  her  will;  upon  her  death  she  left  an  additional  sum 
undisposed  of;  and  the  Yice-Chancellor  held,  that  the 
husband  could  not  be  compelled  to  take  out  administrationj 
but  was  entitled  to  the  personalty  undisposed  of^  jure 
mariti. 

Platty  contra. — First,  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have 
received  the  evidence  of  Morgan's  bankruptcy.  The  only 
question  raised  by  this  issue  is,  whether  the  goods  were  the 
property  of  Morgan  or  not.  The  plaintiff  chose  to  take 
the  issue  in  that  form ;  and  no  equitable  contraction  ought 
to  supersede  the  strict  legal  interpretation  of  it.  [Lord 
JMnger,  C.  B. — No  question  was  ever  suggested  to  the 
Court  or  the  Judge,  as  to  the  goods  being  the  property  of  the 

(a)  4  Yin.  Abr.,  Baron  and  Feme,  (F.  2),  p.  48. 
(6)  3  Juriit,  793. 
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assignees.  The  only  question  on  the  interpleader  rule  was,  Kgeh.  of  Pi 
whether  they  were  the  property  of  the  trustees;  if  they  ^ „}^^ 
were  not,  they  had  no  right  to  interfere.]  Still  the  plain* 
tiff  takes  upon  himself  to  prove  the  affirmative  of  the  issue, 
thflt  they  were  the  goods  of  Morgan ;  and  as  nothing  could 
properly  be  taken  under  the  execution  but  that  which  was 
his  property,  that  was  the  legitimate  issue  to  be  tried. 

But  secondly,  this  wearing  apparel  was  not  the  pro- 
perty of  Morgan  as  against  the  trustees.  It  is  said,  that  as 
soon  as  the  wife  receives  the  money  for  her  separate  use,  it 
is  her  husband's.  K  that  be  so,  it  is  utterly  useless  in 
any  case  to  make  a  provision  for  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife;  because  not  only  would  the  husband  be  entitled  to 
money,  when  delivered  into  her  hands,  but  he  might  even 
take  the  food  purchased  with  it  from  her  table.  The  wife 
must  reasonably  have  a  control  over  the  money,  for  the 
purposes  of  her  food  and  clothing.  The  clothes  are,  if  the 
expression  may  be  allowed,  part  of  the  machinery  by 
which  the  separate  use  is  effected.  The  authorities  cited 
for  the  plaintiff  only  go  to  shew  that  the  husband  may 
reduce  the  goods  into  possession,  and  so  make  them  his : 
hfflre  he  did  not  do  so.  Dean  v.  Brawn  is  in  point  for  the 
defendants.  All  that  is  to  conduce  to  the  separate  use 
and  maintenance  <^  the  wife,  is  vested  in  the  trustees. 
In  the  case  cited  from  Yiner's  Abridgment,  all  that  was 
agreed  was,  that  the  husband  miffht  gain  the  property  as 
husband — i.  e.  by  reducing  it  into  possession. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  entertain  no  doubt  in  this  case, 
and  think  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  quite  agree  that  the  trustees  had  no  right 
to  set  up  the  title  of  the  assignees,  and  that  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  therefore,  was  quite  right  in  excluding  evidence  of 
the  bankruptcy.  This  issue  is  only  a  proceeding  directed 
for  the  purpose  of  informing  the  conscience  of  the  Court ; 
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Carne 

9. 

Brick. 


Sxeh,  of  Pleat,  and  the  only  question  upon  the  rule  was^  whether  the 
^°^"'  trustees  had  a  right  to  intervene.  We  shall  certainly  not 
grant  a  new  trial,  because  evidence  was  rejected  which  we 
did  not  intend  should  be  admissible.  My  only  doubt  is^ 
whether,  for  the  purposes  of  this  deed  of  settlement,  the 
trustees  must  not  be  taken  to  have  employed  the  wife  as 
their  agent  for  the  purchase  of  this  wearing  apparel;  other- 
wise the  object  of  the  settlement  may  be  defeated. 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 


On  a  subsequent  day, 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  said. — ^The  question  in  this  case 
was,  whether  certain  wearing  apparel,  bought  by  a  married 
woman  out  of  an  income  settled  in  the  hands  of  trustees 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  taken  in  execution  for  a 
debt  of  her  husband,  belonged  to  the  trustees  or  to  the 
husband.  I  was  of  opinion  that  they  belonged  to  the 
husband  and  not  to  the  trustees,  and  consequently  that 
they  might  be  taken  in  execution  for  his  debt;  and  the 
Court  are  of  the  same  opinion.  My  brother  Parke  had 
some  doubt,  on  the  ground  that  possibly  the  wife  might 
have  been  the  agent  of  the  trustees  for  the  purpose  of 
buying  these  clothes.  The  evidence,  however,  did  not  shew 
any  such  agency :  the  clothes  were  bought  by  the  wife 
with  her  own  money.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  there- 
fore be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Beg.  v.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter. 

Thc'Attorney-  AT  the  sitting  of  the  Court  (24th  November),  the  Attorn 
Queen's'busi-  my  ^General  moved  in  this  case.  The  Postman  and  Tub« 
audience  ?n*aie  ™*^  claimed  prc-audieuce;  but  upon  the  Attorney-Gefh 

Court  of  of  Ex- 
chequer over  the  Postman  and  Tubman. 
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trails  statmg  that  it  was  the  Queen^s  business  in  which  he  Bxeh,  of  PUas, 
moved,  the  Court  decided  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  heard     ^   ^^'  . 
before  the  Postman  and  Tubman.  Reo* 

9. 

Bishop  of 

£ZET£R. 


Casey  v.  Tomlin  and  Another. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  to  recover  the  sum  of  After  a  plea  of 
44/.  2*.  6rf.,  for  wages  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  as  Sty^nuf  Comt,* 
gunner  and  mariner  on  board  a  ship  of  the  defendants.  *"  •"  action  of 

°  -■-  assumpsit,  the 

The  action  was  commenced  on  the  1st  of  January,  1840.  plaintiff  obtain- 
On  the  6th  of  January,  the  defendants  took  out  a  sum-  sue  in  fonn& 
mons,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why,  upon  pay-  {Jfaj^ "here^ 
ment  of  the  sum  of  31/.  16*.  6rf.  and  costs,  all  further  pro-  "pon  made  an 

^  order  that  the 

ceedings  in  the  action  should  not  be  stayed.  On  the  hear-  money  should 
ing  of  this  summons,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  refused  to  ac-  courtlo  abide 
cept  the  amount  offered,  and  no  order  was  made.    The  de-  !?*  *^*°'  ^^ 

*  '  the  cause, 

daration  having  been  delivered,  on  the  24th  of  January  "ni«M  the 

-  .  "^     plaintiff  would 

the  defendants  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  except  as  to  the  sum  take  it  out  in 
of  31/.  16*.  4rf.,  and  payment  into  Court  of  that  sum.    On  xhe'defelSl^n^ 
the  same  day,  after  the  money  had  been  paid  into  Court,  ^V^P^  ob^n- 
the  defendants  were  served  with  an  order  of  that  date,  for  the  Court  or- 
admitting  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  formft  pauperis.    The  de-  money  should 


fendants  thereupon  immediately  took  out  a  peremptory  Jhem*in  wtis^ 
summons,  calline:  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  faction  of  their 

.      .       costs  antece- 

snm  of  31/.  16s.  4id.  paid  into  Court,  should  not  remain  in  dent  to  the  or- 

Court  to  abide  the  event  of  the  action,  unless  it  should  be  ^^  pauperis, 

taken  out  by  the  plaintiff  in  full  satisfaction;  and  Bolfe^  j^Jf'^  y^ 

B.,  before  whom  the  summons  was  attended  by  both  par-  admitted  to  sue 

ties,  made  an  order  accordingly.     On  the  trial  of  the  pens  after  the 

cause,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants,  leave  being  of  Ae  «dt."*°' 

reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  The  action  of 

^  assumpsit  is 

12/.  6s.  2d.}  and  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  that  purpose,  within  the  ope- 
which  was  afterwards  discharged.  sut.  23  Hen.  s, 

c.  15,  s.  2. 

Butt  thereupon  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 


CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER^ 

!^,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  dJEpanpefeilf  and  why 

^     the  Master  should  not  tax  the  defendants  their  costs ;  and 

^        if  taxed  at  so  much  or  more  than  the  sum  paid  into  Comrti 

IN.       why  the  same  should  not  be  paid  out  to  the  defendants^  or 

if  taxed  at  a  less  sum,  why  the  amount  taxed  should  not  be 

deducted  from  the  amount  paid  into  Court,  and  paid  out 

to  the  defendants. 

Erk  and  Humfrey  shewed  cause. — The  real  question 
in  this  case  is,  whether  a  plaintiff  can  be  admitted  to 
sue  in  form&  pauperis  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
In  Fois  V.  Racine  (a),  this  Court  intimated  a  doubt  whe- 
ther an  admission  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  was 
regular;  and  in  Lovetvell  v.  Curtis  (6),  decided  that  it  was 

■  not.    That  decision,  however,  appears  to  have  proceeded 

■  upon  a  misconstruction  of  the  statutes  relating  to  this  sub- 
ject.  The  Stat.  23  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  s.  2,  enacts,  ''That  all  and 

-every  such  poor  person  or  persons,  being  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tiffs in  any  of  the  said  actions,  bills,  or  plaints,  (mentioned 
in  s..  1),  which  at  the  commencement  of  their  suits  or  ac- 
tions be  admitted  by  the  discretion  of  the  Judge  or  Judges 
where  such  suits  or  actions  shall  be  pursued  and  taken,  to 
have  their  process  and  counsel  of  charity,  without  any  mo- 
ney  or  fee-paying  for  the  same,  shall  not  be  compelled  to 
pay  any  costs  by  virtue  and  force  of  this  statute  (i.  e.  on 
nonsuit  or  verdict  for  the  defendant, — s.  1),  but  shall  suffer 
other  punishment,  as  by  the  discretion  of  the  Justice  or 

,  Judge  afore  whom  such  suits  shall  depend,  shall  seem  rea- 
sonable.'^  The  whole  effect  of  this  enactment  is  to  relieve 
the  parties  therein  mentioned  from  costs,  on  a  nonsuit  or 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  It  gives  only  an  ex^nption  to 
a  particular  class  of  persons,  viz.  those  admitted,  paupers 
at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  from  the. costs  which 
were  then  first  imposed  on  plaintiffs,  in  the  case  of  a 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  610.  (b)  5  M,  A?  W.  158. 
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nonsuit  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  stat.  11  Exeh,  of  pu^t, 
Hen.  7,  c.  12,  enacts,  that  ''every  poor  person  or  persons 
▼hich  have  or  hereafter  shall  have  cause  of  action  or  ac- 
tions against  any  person  or  persons  within  this  reahn, 
shall  have,  by  the  discretion  of  the  Chancellor  of  this  realm 
for  the  time  being,  writ  or  writs  original,  and  writs  of  sub- 
poena, according  to  the  nature  of  their  causes,  therefore 
nothiiig  paying,  ftc.,  &c.;  and  after  the  said  writ  or  writs 
be  returned,  if  it  be  afore  the  King  in  his  Bench,  the  Jus- 
tices there  shall  assign  to  the  same  poor  person  or  persons 
counsel  learned,  by  their  directions,  which  shall  give  their 
counsel,  nothing  taking  for  the  some,  and  likewise  the  Jus- 
tices shadl  appoint  attorney  and  attomies  for  the  same 
poor  person  or  persons,  &c.,  &c. :  and  the  same  law  and  or- 
der shaU  be  observed  and  kept  of  all  such  suits  to  be  made 
afore  the  King's  Justices  of  his  Ck)mmon  Pleas,  and  Ba- 
rons of  his  Exchequer,  and  all  other  Justices  in  the  Courts 
of  Record,  where  any  such  suit  shall  be.''  There  is  no- 
thing in  that  clause  applying  particularly  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit;  it  is  an  enactment  applicable  just  as 
much  to  any  subsequent  stage  of  the  cause.  [Lord  Abin- 
ffer,  C.  B:— That  statute  appears  to  refer  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the'  suit,  when  it  speaks  of  the  pauper  having  an 
original  writ  out  of  Chancery.]  The  Court  would  pause 
-before  tiiey  construed  it  according  to  its  strict  letter, 
which  would  require  that  an  original  writ  should  in  every 
ease  have  been  sued '<mt  in  Chancery.  Such  a  construction 
could  have  ne  application  to  modern  times.  {Tjord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — ^lliedS  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  extended  theright  to  sue  in  form& 
pauperis  to  pl^oceedings  by  bill ;  but  the  original  power  of 
tiie  Court  to  admit  a  plaintiff  soto  sue  depends  on  the  11 
Hen.  7,-whieh  by  implication  gives  that  power  only  at  the 
commeneemiBnt  of  the  suit.]  That  statute  has  in  practice 
been  construed  as-autJiorizing  t^e  admission  of  the  pauper 
at  any  period  of  the  suit.  But  the  stat.  23  Hen.  8  does 
not  create  or  affect  the  power  of  making  pauper  plaintiffs; 
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Ejceh.  of  PUat,  all  that  it  says  is,  that  all  plaintiffs  shall  pay  costs  on  a  non- 
^^^'  suit  or  verdict  for  the  defendant,  except  a  particular  class  of 
pauper  plaintiffs,  viz.,  those  admitted  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.  In  Oals  y.  Holiday,  dted  by  Wilmot,  C.  J., 
in  Blood  y.  Lee  (a)  from  his  manuscript  notes,  it  is  said  to 
have  been  '^at  first  doubted  whether  a  plaintiff  could  be  ad* 
mitted  in  form&  pauperis  after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit;  but  at  length  it  was  resolved  that  he  might  be  so  ad« 
mitted  at  any  time  of  the  suit;  and  the  Court  resolved, 
that  a  person  so  admitted,  pendente  lite,  shall  not  pay  costs 
from  the  beginning  of  the  action.''  \Parke,  B. — ^In  Blood 
V.  Lee  the  question  was  adjourned;  so  that  the  point  ap- 
pears to  have  been  considered  doubtfuL]  In  Jones  v. 
Peers  (6),  the  application  was  for  costs  incurred  previously 
to  the  plaintiff's  admission  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis. 

But  further^  if  the  stat.  23  Hen.  8  be  held  to  apply,  so 
as  to  render  the  admission  of  a  pauper  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  irregular,  it  may  be  questioned 
whether  that  statute  extends  to  actions  of  assumpsit.  The 
actions,  &c.,  mentioned  in  the  first  section  are,  any  action, 
bill,  or  plaint  of  trespass  on  the  5  Bic.  2,  or  any  action, 
bill,  or  plaint  of  debt  or  covenant  upon  any  specialty,  or  of 
detinue  or  account,  "  or  any  action,  bill,  or  plaint  upon 
the  case,  or  upon  any  statute,  for  any  offence  or  wrong 
personal,  immediately  supposed  to  be  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff/' &c.  These  words  seem  properly  to  apply  to  actions 
ex  delicto  only.  Then  the  stat.  4  Jac.  1,  c.  8,  reciting  that 
actions  of  trespass  and  ejectment,  and  many  other  actions, 
real  and  personal,  are  within  the  mischiefs  intended  to  be 
provided  against,  "  and  yet  were  omitted  out  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  law,"  extends  the  operation  of  the  28  Hen. 
8,  c.  15,  to  actions  of  every  kind.  [Parke,  B. — ^I  never 
before  heard  it  doubted  that  the  statute  of  Hen.  8  ap- 
plied to  actions  of  assumpsit.]     Lastly,  these  are  not  costs 

(a)  3  was.  24.  (6)  M'QeL  &  Y.  282, 
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within  the  meaning  of  that  statute ;  they  are  costs  specially  Steh.  qf  PUat, 

payable  by  virtue  of  the  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  s.  19.     ^  ^^^'_ 

That  rule  gives  a  mode  of  proceeding,  by  payment  into 

Court  after  declaration,  which  did  not  exist  before,  and 

provides  for  the  costs  payable  on  that  proceeding.    IParke, 

B. — ^The  rule  gives  the  mode  of  proceeding ;  but  the  de« 

fendant  gets  his  costs  imder  the  statute  of  Hen.  8.    The 

plaintiff  has  gone  down  to  trial  on  the  issue  whether  more 

money  was  due  to  him  than  the  sum  paid  into  Court,  and 

ou  that  issue  the  defendant  has  had  a  verdict.] 

Buii,  contri. — ^The  stat.  28  Hen.  8  clearly  applies  to  ac- 
tions of  assumpsit  :  the  term  '' actions  on  the  case''  may  in- 
clude both  actions  of  assumpsit  and  actions  ex  delicto.  This 
is  an  action  on  the  case  on  assumpsit.  Then  it  is  said  the 
stat  of  11  Hen.  7  enables  the  Courts  to  admit  a  pauper 
during  the  pendency  of  the  action.  That  statute  in  terms 
Implies  only  to  those  cases  in  which  an  original  writ  was 
issued  out  of  Chancery,  and  impUedly  refers  to  the  period  of 
the  commencement  of  the  suit.  But  this  plaintiff  has  been 
admitted,  not  under  that  act,  but  under  the  28  Hen.  8,  which 
expressly  refers  only  to  plaintiffs  admitted  paupers  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  If  the  argument  on  the  other 
side  have  any  weight,  itwould  go  to  shew  that  the  party  could 
not  be  admitted  to  sue  in  form& pauperis  at  all;  since,  if  the 
case  be  taken  out  of  the  first  section  of  the  statute,  it  is 
equally  out  of  the  second.  IParke,  B. — ^The  case  of  Langley 
V.  Blackerley,  which  is  referred  to  in  Blood  v.  Lee,  and  which 
is  reported  in  Andrews,  p.  806,  would  seem  to  be  an  autho- 
rity that  a  plaintiff  may  be  admitted  a  pauper  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit.]  There  does  not  appear  to  be  any 
direct  authority  that  such  a  practice  is  correct.  In  Jones  v. 
Peers,  the  Court  only  refused  to  dispauper  the  plaintiff  after 
a  lapse  of  two  years.  The  authority  of  the  Court  is  derived 
from  the  statutes  alone,  which  clearly  do  not  admit  of  the 
construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff.    But  even  if 

VOL.  vii.  o  M.  w. 
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fft.  rf  PUm,  the  Court  haye  a  discretion^  they  will  smelj  eievcise  it  in 
^^^*  .    fayoar  of  the  defendants  in  this  case* 


Erie  referred  to  Morgan  y.  Eastmek  (a). 

Lord  Abingik^  C.  B. — ^The  real  question  here  ii,  irhe- 
ther^  while  my  Brother  Moffe's  order  is  standing  and  ac- 
quiesced in^  we  are  to  refuse  to  put  it  in  force.  If  it  be 
irregular^  that  is  not  the  question  here;  the  plaintiff  has 
never  made  any  objection  to  it;  and  I  am  strongly  in- 
clined to  think  that  the  admission  of  a  plaintiff  as  a  pau- 
per after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  is  irregular :  the 
statutes  appear  to  be  directly  against  it;  but  nerertheless^ 
if  there  were  any  decisions  the  other  way,  or  any  inTete- 
rate  practice  to  that  effect,  the  Court  would  be  anxious 
not  to  overturn  it.  In  the  case  of  Blood  v.  Lee,  the  Courts 
although  an  authority  was  produced  to  them  in  feyovr  of 
the  admission  pendente  lite,  thought  it  did  not  conclude 
the  matter,  but  adjourned  the  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tion^ and  i^parently  did  not  think  fit  to  make  the  rule 
absolute.  Then  there  are  the  recent  cases  in  which  this 
Court  has  decided  the  contrary ;  and  on  this  fbll  iuTesti- 
gation,  I  remain  of  the  same  opinion.  The  statute  of 
Hen.  7  applied  only  to  original  writs,  and  the  28  Hen.  8 
by  implication  gave  a  power  to  admit  a  pauper  at  the  com- 
mencement of  a  suit  by  bill,  and  clearly  includes  an  action 
of  assumpsit. 

Pabkx,  B. — ^If  there  be  no  case  by  which  we  are  bonnil» 
the  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the  statutes  seems 
to  admit  of  no  doubt.  Though  the  statute  of  Hen.  7  applied 
principally  to  originals  out  of  Chancery ;  yet  the  latter  words 
of  the  clause  appear  to  have  given  the  Judges  of  the  other 
Courts  the  power  of  adopting  the  same  proceedings  in 

(a)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  543. 


The  other  Barons  concurred^  and  it  was  ordered  that 
the  rule  should  be  absolute.  On  the  following  day^  how- 
erer. 

Lord  AbinoeK;  C.  B.,  said — ^We  have  looked  into  the 
case  which  was  referred  to  yesterday,  in  Andrews's  Re- 
ports {a),  and  it  appears  that  there  the  Court  said,  that 
by  implication  they  had,  under  the  11  Hen.  7,  c.  12,  power 
to  admit  a  party  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  at  any  stage  of 
the  cause.  The  present  rule,  therefore,  will  not  be  absolute 
in  aH  its  terms,  but  as  to  the  latter  part  of  it  only,  whereby 
the  defendants  will  be  enabled  to  obtain  their  costs  out  of 
the  money  paid  into  Court.  It  must  be  understood  that  we 
giYe  no  opinion  on  the  question  of  dispaupering  the  party, 
but  confine  our  judgment  to  the  latter  part  of  the  rule. 
The  result  will  be,  that  the  money  will  be  paid  out  of  Court 

(«)  LangUy  v.  Blackerley,  Andr.  306. 
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tions  commenced  by  latitat,  bill,  or  quo  minus.  The  prac-  Exck.  of  Pleat, 
tioe  has  always  been  so  to  construe  it,  and  we  have  no  wish  ^  1840.^ 
to  throw  any  doubt  on  the  propriety  of  that  practice.  Then 
the  Stat,  of  Hen.  8  makes  all  plaintiffs  liable  to  costs — in 
assumpsit  as  well  as  in  other  actions— on  a  nonsuit  or 
▼erdict  for  the  defendant,  unless  they  fall  within  the  ex- 
empted class,  f .  e.  of  paupers  admitted  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  No  doubt,  at  that  time  it  was  never 
thought  that  the  party  could  be  admitted  at  any  other 
period,  although  it  appears  subsequently  to  hare  been  the 
practice  to  do  so,  the  pauper  being  held  liable  to  pay  the 
antecedent  eosts.  There  is  no  ease  which  has  put  a  con- 
struction on  the  statute  except  that  referred  to  in  Wilson, 
which,  for  the  reasons  given  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  is 
not  satisfactory.  In  Morgan  v.  Eastwick,  the  point  was 
not  raised.  I  think,  therefore,  we  ought  to  abide  by  the 
late  decisions  in  this  Court. 
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Exeh.  rf  Pleat,  to  the  defendants,  in  satisfaction  of  their  costs  up  to 
1840.        ^Yie  time  of  the  plaintiff's  admission  to  sue  in  forma  paa- 
peris. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Bkown  v.  McMillan. 

A  capias  may  XN  this  action,  after  the  writ  of  summons  had  been  sued 

the  Stat.  i*&  2^  o^t,  &  '^t  of  capias,  indorsed  for  bail  in  the  sum  of  £22, 

fc  Shinto  ^^'  was  issued  under  a  Judge's  order,  made  in  pursuance  of 

county  palatine,  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  8. 8,  and  in  the  form  prescribed 

to  be  executed  i  ^  t  • 

in  that  county,  by  that  act.  The  writ  described  the  defendant  as  "  of  la- 
indorsed  for  a  verpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,''  and  was  directed 
£60*"™  ''**°     "  ^  *^®  Chancellor  of  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster, 

or  his  deputy  there."  Upon  receipt  of  the  writ,  the  usual 
warrant  was  made  out  fix>m  the  Chancellor  to  the  sheriff 
of  Lancashire,  who,  however,  refused  to  execute  the  writ, 
on  the  ground  that,  by  the  stat.  7  &  8  Greo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  7,  a 
defendant  was  not  arrestable  within  the  county  palatine 
for  a  sum  under  £50.  Gumey,  B.,  having  thereupon 
made  an  order  directing  the  sheriff  to  return  the  writ, 
Wightman  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  that  order 
should  not  be  set  aside. 

Martin  shewed  cause. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  the  7th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Greo.  4,  c.  71,  is 
not  virtually  repealed  by  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3.  The 
preamble  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  7,  states,  '  that 
the  holding  to  bail  of  persons  inhabiting  tvithm  the  coun- 
ties palatine,  by  process  out  of  the  Courts  of  Record  at 
Westminster,  in  debts  of  a  small  amount,  is  oppressive 
and  vexatious;'  and  it  is  then  enacted,  "That  no  sheriff 
or  other  oi&cer  within  the  counties  palatine  shall,  upon 
any  mesne  process  issuing  out  of  any  of  the  superior 
Courts,  arrest  or  hold  any  person  to  special  bail,  unless 
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lucli  process  shall  be  duly  marked  and  indorsed  for  bail  in  Sxefu  of  pum, 
a  sum  not  less  than  £50/'  It  is  clear  that  the  object  of  ^  ^^^^'  ^ 
this  act  was  to  prevent  defendants  firom  being  arrested  for  Brown 
small  smns^  within  the  counties  palatine^  by  mesne  process  M'Millan. 
out  of  the  superior  Courts^  when  the  plaintiff  might  pro- 
ceed by  process  out  of  the  Court  of  the  county  palatine. 
But  since  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  all  mesne  process 
is  at  an  end ;  and  the  writ  of  capias  given  by  the  3rd  sec- 
tion of  the  act  is  a  mere  ancillary  proceeding  for  the  plain- 
tiff's security,  in  the  nature  of  writ  ne  exeat  regno,  which 
may  issue  at  any  stage  of  the  suit,  and  may  go  into  a  dif- 
ferent county  firom  that  into  which  the  writ  of  summons 
was  issued.  The  writ  mentioned  in  the  7  &  8  Greo.  4, 
c  71,  s.  7,  on  the  contrary,  was  the  commencement  of  the 
action ;  and  when  the  object  was  to  proceed  by  bailable 
process,  the  plaintiff  must  have  known  where  the  de- 
fendant was  resident.  That  statute,  therefore,  must  now 
be  considered  as  virtiially  repealed.  {Parke^  B. — ^The 
question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  in  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3,  ''  a  plaintiff  in  any  action  in  any  of  the 
superior  Courts,  m  wMch  the  defendant  is  now  liable  to  or- 
rest "?]  The  true  construction  is,  that  it  comprehends  any 
action  in  the  superior  Courts,  in  which  the  defendant  is 
indebted  to  an  amount  sufficient  to  render  him  liable  by 
law  to  arrest.  The  words  refer  to  that  state  of  things  in 
which  the  defendant  is  generally,  by  law,  liable  to  arrest. 
The  subsequent  words,  ''one  or  more  writ  or  writs  of 
capias  into  one  or  more  different  counties,''  contain  no 
exclusion  of  the  counties  palatine;  and  the  proviso  at 
the  end  of  the  section,  makes  express  provision  for  the 
direction  of  the  writs  when  issued  into  the  counties  pala- 
tine. If  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side 
be  correct,  a  defendant  living  in  London,  and  against 
whom  an  action  has  been  commenced  there  for  a  debt 
above  £20,  but  imder  £50,  might,  by  going  into  a  county 
palatine,  set  at  defiance  a  writ  of  capias  obtained  by  the 
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Exeh.  of  PUai,  plainti£P|  and  escape  out  of  the  kingdom  from  anj  seaport 
^  ^^^'  ^  in  that  county.  Again^  if  that  construction  be  correct^ 
Brown  the  2l8t  section^  which  extends  all  the  remedies  and  pro* 
M'MaLAif.  ^ions  of  the  act  to  the  Courts  of  the  counties  palatine^ 
within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction,  cannot  have  the  gene- 
ral operation  which  the  legislature  intended  to  give  it,  as  to 
all  the  subjects  of  the  realm;  but  whenever  the  debt  is  be« 
tween  j£20  and  £60,  the  benefit  of  the  provision  will  be  lost* 
But  secondly,  even  supposing  the  7  &  8  Geo*  4,  c.  71, 
s.  7,  to  be  still  in  force,  it  applies  only,  as  appears  firam 
the  preamble,  to  persons  inhabiting  within  the  counties 
palatine;  and  here  it  does  not  distinctly  appear  on  the 
affidavits,  whether  the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant  in  Lan- 
cashire, or  merely  a  temporary  sojourner  there.  [Parke, 
B. — That  is  not  at  all  material.  The  preamble  no  doubt 
recites  the  mischief  of  holding  to  bail  persons  inhabiiinff 
within  the  counties  palatine,  for  small  sums;  but  the 
enacting  words  are,  "  That  no  sheriff,  &c.,  within  the  coun- 
ties palatine,  shall  arrest  or  hold  any  person  to  special 
bail,''  &c.  It  would  be  very  inconvenient  if  the  sheriff 
of  a  county  palatine,  before  he  could  execute  the  capias, 
were  to  be  compelled  to  determine  at  his  peril  whether  the 
party  were  an  inhabitant  within  the  county  or  not,  which 
might  often  be  a  question  of  great  nicety.]  At  all  events, 
the  motion  should  have  been  to  set  aside  the  Judge's  order 
on  which  the  capias  issued.  [Parkey  B. — ^No;  if  their 
construction  be  the  right  one,  that  order  was  but  waste 
paper,  and  the  writ  was  a  mere  nullity,  to  which  the  sheriff 
was  not  bound  to  make  any  return.] 

Wiffhtman,  contra. — ^The  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  7, 
is  still  in  force.  The  words  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3, 
are : — "  K  a  plaintiff  in  any  action  in  any  of  the  superior 
Courts,  in  which  the  defendant  is  now  liable  to  arrest,"  &c, 
&c.  The  question,  therefore,  must  be  considered  as  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  act.    Now,  before  it  came  into 
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operation,  the  liability  to  arrest  wii/dn  a  ccruniy  palatine  Bgeh.  «/  PUtit, 
was  regulated  by  the  7  &  8  Geo,  4,  c.  71,  s.  7 ;  the  eflfect  .  ^^^'  . 
of  which  was,  that  when  the  bailable  writ  was  marked  for  Bbown 
bail  in  a  sum  amounting  to  jE50,  process  might  issue  firom  m^MhIlan. 
the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster;  but  if  for  less  than 
that  som,  and  not  less  than  £20,  the  process  mnst  issue  firom 
the  Court  of  the  county  palatine.  The  words  of  the  present 
ttatnte  are  not  ''in  case  of  any  debt  for  which  the  defend- 
ant is  liable  to  arrest ;''  but  ''  in  any  action^^  in  which  he 
is  so  liable.  Now,  in  this  action,  the  defendant  was  only 
liable  to  arrest  elsewhere  than  within  a  county  palatine;  he 
was  not  liable  to  arrest  in  Lancashire.  There  are  no 
words  in  the  act  applying  in  terms  to  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  7,  as  to  arrests  in  conn- 
ties  palatine ;  and  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  sect.  8  applies 
only  to  cases  in  which  the  process  of  the  superior  Courts 
could  before  have  been  executed  in  a  county  palatine, 
▼is.  where  the  sum  amounted  to  £50  or  upwards.  Then 
the  21st  section  expressly  gives  to  the  Judges  of  the 
Courts  of  the  counties  palatine  the  same  authorities  as 
are  given  by  the  act  to  Judges  of  the  superior  Courts, 
within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction.  Taking  this  de- 
fendant and  his  situation  as  a  resident  in  Lancashire 
together,  he  was  not  a  defendant  liable  to  arrest  in  this 
action.  Sehition  must  be  had  as  well  to  the  drfendant  as 
to  the  actum;  because  the  words  are — ''  any  action,  &c, 
in  which  the  drfendant  is  now  liable  to  arrest.^' 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Pabks,  B. — ^The  question  reserved  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  Judge  of  the 
superior  Courts  at  Westminster  is  empowered  by  the  stat. 
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Mxek.  of  PUat,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  8,  to  issue  a  capias  into  a  ooonty 
vj[f^2l— ^  palatine  for  a  less  sum  than  j650,  to  be  execated  in  that 
Brown  county ;  and  we  think  that  he  has  such  a  power,  and  that 
M'HiLLAN.  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  execute  the  capias  so  issued.  By 
the  stat.  7  &  8  Qeo.  4s,  c.  71,  s.  7, arestriction  was impoaed 
upon  the  operation  of  writs  of  mesne  process,  issuing  firom 
the  superior  courts  at  Westminster  into  counties  palatine. 
That  statute  enacts,  '^  That  no  sheriff  or  other  officer, 
within  the  counties  palatine  of  Lancaster  and  Durham, 
shall,  upon  any  mesne  process  issuing  out  of  any  of  his 
Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at  Westminster,  arrest  or 
hold  any  person  to  special. bail,  unless  such  process  shall 
be  duly  marked  and  indorsed  for  bail,  in  a  sum  not  less 
than  £50/'  The  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  1,  abolishes  arrest 
on  mesne  process  issuing  firom  the  superior  courts,  except 
in  certain  cases  specially  provided  for.  The  effect  of  the 
first  section,  if  it  stood  alone,  would  be  to  render  the  7  &  8 
G^o.  4  a  dead  letter,  and  to  do  away  altogether  with 
arrest  on  mesne  process,  in  the  counties  palatine  as  well  as 
elsewhere.  But  the  third  section  gives  a  right  of  arrest  in 
certain  cases,  and  provides  for  the  purpose  a  new  writ  of 
mesne  process — not  of  mesne  process  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  word  is  used  in  the  former  act,  but  mesne  in  this  sense, 
that  it  is  a  proceeding  to  be  taken  between  the  conmienoe- 
ment  of  the  suit  and  final  judgment;  which  is  issued  for 
the  collateral  purpose  of  obtaining  security  for  the  amount 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  if  recovered  in  the  suit,  and  not 
for  the  advancement  of  the  suit  itself:  and  the  question 
therefore  is,  whetiier  any  restriction  is  now  imposed  by 
law  on  the  execution  of  such  a  writ  within  the  counties 
palatine.  There  is  certainly  no  express  restriction;  the 
only  question  is,  whether  it  is  to  be  implied  firom  the  pro- 
viso at  the  end  of  the  third  section.  That  section  enacts, 
that  ''  if  a  plaintiff  in  any  action  at  law  in  any  of  her 
Majesty's  superior  courts  of  law  at  Westminster,  in  which 
the  defendant  is  now  (that  is  to  say,  at  the  time  of  the 
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passing  of  the  act)  liable  to  arrest^  whether  upon  the  order  Exeh,  of  pieas, 
of  a  Judge  or  without  such  order^  shall  by  the  affidavit  of  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
himself,  or  of  some  other  person,  shew  to  the  satisfaction  Brown 
of  a  Judge  of  one  of  the  said  superior  courts,  that  such  m'Millan. 
plaintiff  has  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant  or 
defendants,  to  the  amount  of  j£20  or  upwards,  or  has  sus- 
tained damages  to  that  amount,  and  that  there  is  probable 
cause  for  belieying  that  the  defendant,  or  any  one  or  more 
of  the  defendants,  is  or  are  about  to  quit  England,  unless 
he  or  they  shall  be  forthwith  apprehended;  it  shall  be  law- 
fill  for  such  Judge,  by  a  special  order,  to  direct  that  such 
defendant  or  defendants,  so  about  to  quit  England,  shall  be 
held  to  bail  for  such  sum  as  such  Judge  shall  think  fit,  not 
exceeding  the  amount  of  the  debt  or  damages ;  and  there- 
upon it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  plaintiff,  within  the  time 
which  shall  be  expressed  in  such  order,  but  not  afterwards, 
to  sue  out  one  or  more  writ  or  writs  of  capias  into  one  or 
more  different  counties,  as  the  case  may  require,  against 
any  such  defendant  so  directed  to  be  held  to  bail,  which 
writ  of  capias  shall  be  in  the  form  contained  in  the  sche- 
dule to  this  act  annexed,  and  shall  bear  date  on  the  day 
on  which  the  same  shall  be  issued  :  Proyided  always,  that 
the  said  writ  of  capias,  and  all  writs  of  execution  to  be 
issued  out  of  the  superior  Courts  of  Westminster,  into 
the  counties  palatine  of  Lancaster  and  Durham,  shall  be 
directed  to  the  chancellor  of  the  county  palatine  of  Dur- 
ham, or  his  deputy  there/'  Now  the  whole  question  turns 
on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  this  part  of  the  sta- 
tute. This  section  does  not  say,  that  in  thbse  cases,  or 
imder  those  circumstances,  in  which  the  defendant  was 
not  preriously  liable  to  arrest,  he  shall  be  so  under  the 
new  process;  but  that  in  every  action,  that  is  to  say,  in 
erery  species  of  action  (of  which  this  is  one)  in  which  the 
defendant  was  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act  liable 
to  arrest,  the  Judge  shall  have  power  to  order  process  to 
issue  under  the  act.    This  construction  is  in  accordance 
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Ex(^  qf  Pleas,  with  the  natural  and  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  used 

by  the  legislature;  and  acts  of  Parliament  ought  always  to 
be  construed  as  using  the  words  in  their  common  and 
H'MaLAM.  ordinary  sense^  unless  it  appears  from  the  other  parts  of 
the  enactment^  that  some  absurdity  or  incongruity  would 
follow  from  so  construing  them.  Now  that  certainly  is 
not  the  case  here ;  for  the  express  provision  that  the  new 
writ  of  capias  may  run  into  the  counties  palatine,  to  bo 
directed  to  the  chancellor  there,  clearly  shews  a  power  in 
the  Judge  to  issue  such  writ  for  jE20  and  upwards,  as 
described  in  the  former  part  of  the  section,  and  without 
distinction  of  the  counties  palatine  in  any  respect.  The 
necessary  e£fect  of  the  clause  is,  to  authorize  the  Judge  to 
issue  this  writ;  and  when  once  issued,  no  limit  is  placed 
to  its  operation.  In  order  to  support  the  opposite  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  sheri£f  in  this  case,  quali- 
fying words  must  be  introduced  into  this  part  of  the  act ; 
such  as,  that  the  writ  of  capias  is  not  to  issue  into  a  county 
palatine  at  all,  or  that  it  is  to  have  no  effect  there,  unless 
when  allowed  by  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  the  county 
palatine.  The  introduction  of  words  m  this  manner  may 
be  proper,  when  an  enactment  is  not  sensible  or  rational 
without  them ;  but  that  is  by  no  means  the  case  in  the 
present  instance;  on  the  contrary,  by  the  construction 
which  we  put  on  tLfs  section,  the  plaintiff  has  the  frJl 
benefit  which  the  legislature  intended  to  give  him,  vis. 
the  power  of  arresting  the  defendant  by  means  of  several 
concurrent  writs  issued  into  different  counties ;  a  benefit 
of  which  he  would  otherwise  be  to  a  certain  extent  deprived, 
if  the  defendant  were  resident  in  a  county  palatine.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  bring  his  action  in 
a  county  palatine,  he  can,  by  the  provisions  of  the  2l8t 
section,  still  resort  to  the  same  writ,  by  application  to  the 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  the  county  palatine. 

The  point  in  question  in  this  case  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  hitherto  formally  decided;  we  have  been  in- 
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formed^  however,  by  Loord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  that  he  Exeh.  of  PUa$, 
on  one  occasion  discharged  a  person  arrested  in  a  county     -     \^'  ^ 
palatine  for  a  sum  under  jE50^  but  that  he  afterwards  en-       Brown 
tertained  doubts  as  to  the  propriety  of  that  course.  m<Millan. 

We  are  of  opinion^  therefore^  that  the  sheri£f  was  bound 
to  execute  the  writ  in  this  case^  and  this  rule  must  Cbnse- 
qnently  be  discharged,  but,  under  the  circumstances^  with- 
out costs. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs. 


T 


Harwood  v.  Law>  Public  Officer^  &a 


HIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendant,  as  the  public  Where  a  plain- 
registered  officer  of  the  Imperial  Bank  of  England;  and  judgmenta- 
judgment  having  been  signed  for  the  plaintiflf  for  14/.  178.,  ,^*X«%n?" 
the  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs,  execution  was  issued  joint-stock 
thereon  against  the  defendant,  and  he  was  detained  in  partnership, 
custody  for  that  sum  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiflf.   Cresswett  Jtat^r'oVo.  4 
had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiflf  to  shew  ^^>*-9,he 

'  ox-  IT  UJI^y     jjg^g    ^^g_ 

cause  why  the  execution  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the  cution  against 
defendant  discharged  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  that  without  firs" 
the  execution  could  not  issue  without  a  previous  scire  "/^*fo"|* 
&cia8.     The  defendant  did  not,  in  his  affidavit  in  sup- 
port of  the  rule,  deny  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  Com- 
pany. 

fF,  H,  Watson  shewed  cause. — ^No  scire  facias  was  neces- 
sary in  this  case,  the  defendant  being  not  only  the  public 
legistered  officer,  and  as  such  a  party  to  the  record,  but 
also,  as  it  must  be  assumed,  a  member  of  the  company. 
The  question  depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  on 
several  of  the  clauses  of  the  Banking  Copartnership  Act, 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  46.  The  4th  section  impliedly  requires  that  the 
two  public  registered  officers,  who  are  by  sect.  9  to  sue  and 
be  sued  on  behalf  of  the  Company,  shall  be  members  of  the 
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.  tf  Pleat,  copartnership.  The  9th  section  enacts,  that  all  actions  and 
^^^^'  suits,  &c.  to  be  commenced  on  behalf  of  the  copartnership 
shall  and  lawfully  may  be  commenced  and  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  one  of  the  public  officers  for  the  time  beings 
as  nominal  plaintiff;  and  all  actions  or  suits,  &c.  to  be 
commenced  against  the  copartnership,  shall  and  lawfully 
may  be  commenced  and  prosecuted  against  one  of  the  pub- 
lic officers,  '^  as  the  nominal  defendant  for  and  on  behalf  of 
such  copartnership/^  Then  sect.  12  provides,  that  all  judg- 
ments recovered  against  any  public  officer  of  the  copartner- 
ship ''  shall  have  the  like  effect  and  operation  upon  and 
against  the  property  of  the  copartnership,  and  upon  and 
against  the  property  of  any  member  thereof,  as  if  such 
judgments  had  been  recovered  or  obtained  against  such 
copartnership;  '^  and  sect.  13,  that  execution  upon  any  judg- 
ment obtained  against  the  public  officer  may  be  issued 
against  any  member  or  members  for  the  time  being  of  the 
copartnership.  There  is  nothing  in  these  clauses  to  ex- 
empt the  defendant  jGrom  liability  in  his  character  of  a 
member  of  the  Company,  or  to  prevent  the  judgment  from 
operating  in  the  ordinary  way  against  the  registered  officer^ 
as  the  party  to  the  record,  if,  like  the  present  defendant,  he 
is  also  a  member  of  the  copartnership.  The  defendant  might 
have  pleaded  to  the  action  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  a  mem« 
her  of  the  Company,  if  the  fact  were  so.  In  a  recent  case  of 
Rawlinson  v.  Nuttall  (a),  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 
commenced  against  the  defendant,  as  the  public  officer  of 
a  banking  copartnership,  on  the  3rd  of  August,  1889.  On 
the  22nd  of  August  he  became  a  bankrupt ;  in  October 
following  he  ceased  to  be  the  public  officer,  but  took  va 
steps  to  have  his  name  removed  from  the  record ;  on  the  lOt 
of  December  judgment  was  entered  up  against  him,  at 
execution  issued  thereon,  under  which  he  was  arreste 
and  having  paid  the  debt  and  costs,  under  protest,  in  or 

(a)  Not  reported. 
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to  procure  his  liberation,  he  applied  to  this  Conrt  to  set  excH,  of  PUas, 
aside  the  judgment  and  execution,  and  to  have  the  money     ^   ^^Q- 
repaid  to  him;  but  the  application  was  refused,  on  the      Harwood 
ground  that,  bj  taking  no  step  to  remove  his  name  from         j^^^ 
the  record,  he  had  admitted  himself  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Company,  and  as  such  liable  to  the  execution.    That  case 
is  expressly  in  point. — He  also   referred  to  Harrison  v. 
Tinifiitiur  (a),  and  Wood  y.  Marston  {b). 

CreMwell,  contra. — ^The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  issue 
execution  against  this  defendant,  without  first  suing  out  a 
scire  fisicias.  Having  elected  to  avail  himself  of  the  mode 
of  proceeding  given  by  the  statute,  instead  of  proceeding 
according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  as  he  might  have 
done  (for  the  words  '^  shall  and  lawfully  may,''  in  the  9th 
section,  cannot  be  considered  as  imperative  on  the  plaintiff), 
he  must  proceed  throughout  according  to  the  statute ;  he 
cannot  engraft  a  common  law  execution  upon  a  statutory 
judgment.  A  judgment  against  the  public  officer  can  have 
effect  only  against  those  who  are  members  of  the  copartner- 
ship at  the  time  of  judgment  signed.  Then,  by  sect.  13, 
execution  may  issue  thereon  against  members  for  the  time 
being;  or,  if  ineffectual  in  such  case,  then  against  those  who 
were  members  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  entered 
into,  or  before  it  was  executed,  or  at  the  time  of  the  judg- 
ment obtained,  by  leave  of  the  Court.  Now,  although  the 
record  would  undoubtedly  be  strong  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  defendant  was  a  member  of  the  oopartnership  at  the  time 
of  judgment  obtained,  it  would  not  necessarily  prove  that  he 
continued  such  up  to  the  time  when  execution  issued.  At 
aU  events,  that  is  not  a  question  to  be  tried  upon  affidavits, 
but  ought  to  be  determined  by  a  jury  upon  a  scire  facias. 
It  has  already  been  decided  that  execution  cannot  issue 
against  a  member  of  the  copartnership,  who  is  not  a  party 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  610.  (i)  8  DowL  P.  C. 
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EjTch.  of  Pleat,  to  the  record,  without  a  scire  facias  (a) ;  and  the  practice 

'  ^    ought  to  be  the  same  with  regard  to  the  public  officer^  who 

Harwood     is  sued  merely  as  a  nominal  defendant  hj  virtue  of  the  sti^ 

Law.         tute,  and  has  no  interest  in  the  suit  beyond  that  ci  the 

other  members  of  the  copartnership. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
On  the  following  day,  the  Court  delivered  judgment. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — This  was  an  application  for  the 
discharge  of  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground 
that,  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
for  regulating  joint-stock  banking  companies,  the  defendant 
who  is  sued  as  the  registered  officer  of  the  Imperial  Bank 
of  England,  is  not  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution,  unless 
he  was  a  member  of  the  copartnership  at  the  time  when 
the  execution  issued.  Mr.  Cresswell  contended  that  he 
must  be  shewn  to  be  such  by  scire  facias,  in  conformity 
with  the  decision  of  this  Court,  that  that  mode  of  proceed- 
ing is  necessary  in  cases  where  the  judgment  is  obtained 
against  the  registered  officer  as  the  nominal  defendant,  and 
it  is  sought  to  have  execution  against  some  other  member 
of  the  Company,  not  a  party  to  the  record.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  the  defendant  in  this  case  neither  states  that 
he  is  not  a  member  of  the  company,  nor  alleges  any  other 
fjBU^ts  to  shew  to  the  Court  that  he  is  not  the  proper  object 
of  execution  upon  this  judgment.  As  he  has  not  done  so, 
the  necessity  for  a  scire  facias  does  not  seem  to  arise. 
When  the  Courts  direct  a  scire  facias  to  issue,  it  is  only 
with  the  view  of  rendering  their  own  records  consistent. 
The  first  case  in  which  a  question  of  this  kind  arose  was 
that  of  Bartlett  v.  Pentland  (J),  where  the  plaintiff,  having 
obtained  judgment  against  the  secretary  of  the  St.  Patrick's 
Assurance  Company,  took  out  execution  against  another 

(fl)  Crou  V.  Zair,  6  M.  &  W.  217.  (h)  1  B.  &  Ad.  704. 
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member  of  the  company^  (an  alderman  of  Dublin^  who  bap-  Exch.  of  Pieat, 
pened  to  be  in  London  on  some  public  business^)  "without  ^  ^^^' 
first  obtaining  the  leave  of  the  Court  to  enter  a  suggestion 
on  the  record.  The  Court  on  that  occasion  said^  that  some 
suggestion  ought  to  be  pnt  upon  the  record^  in  order  to 
make  a  party  liable  to  the  execution,  who  was  not  a  party 
to  the  record  at  the  time  of  the  judgment.  Since  then, 
the  proper  mode  of  doing  this  has  been  taken  more  fully 
into  consideration,  and  the  Courts  have  decided,  I  think 
rightly,  that  it  must  be  by  writ  of  scire  facias.  A  sugges- 
tion on  the  record  would  indeed  have  the  same  effect,  a  scire 
fiudas  does  nothing  more,  and  they  may  both  be  traversed; 
but  the  latter  is  an  original  and  well  understood  process 
tar  the  purpose.  A  scire  fiEicias,  however,  is  resorted  to 
only  for  the  specific  purpose  of  making  the  jtxdgment  «md 
execution  consistent  with  each  other;  since  otherwise 
there  would  be  judgment  against  A.  and  an  execution  upon 
against  B.,  which  would  render  the  record  absurd  and  in- 
consistent :  but  the  scire  facias  makes  the  record  techni- 
cally correct,  and  the  party  has  the  opportunity  of  contest- 
ing whether  he  is  really  liable  to  the  execution  or  not.  But 
it  appears  to  the  majority  of  the  Court,  that  if  we  were  to 
accede  to  the  argument  urged  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
and  hold  a  scire  fiEicias  necessary  in  this  case,  the  greatest 
inconvenience  would  follow ;  for  as  the  parties  liable  to  the 
execution  in  the  first  instance  are  those  only  who  are  mem- 
bers of  the  copartnership  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  and 
the  scire  fiacias  would  only  establish  that  the  defendant  was 
such  at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  no  execution  could  issue 
against  him  until  a  fresh  scire  facias  was  issued,  to  shew 
that  he  was  a  member  at  the  time  execution  issued :  so 
that  scire  fiacias  after  scire  fiacias  would  be  necesscuy.  It 
never  could  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
introduce  such  an  inconvenience  as  this,  which  would  cer- 
tainly be  the  consequence  if  the  act  of  Parliament  were 
to  be  interpreted  as  is  contended  for  by  Mr.  Cresswett. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  The  defendant,  therefore,  ought  to  have  shewn  hy  affidar 
'  ^  vit  that  he  had  bon&  fide  and  without  fraud  ceased  to 
be  a  member  of  the  copartnership,  in  which  case  he  would 
be  no  longer  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution.  At  present 
he  appears  to  be  a  party  to  the  record  and  a  member  of 
the  company,  and  he  has  shewn  no  reason  why  the  execu- 
tion should  not  issue  against  him  as  such.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged,  but,  under  the 
circumstances,  without  costs. 

Parke,  B. — The  mode  of  obtaining  execution  upon  a 
judgment  obtained  against  a  joint-stock  banking  copart- 
nership, is  distinctly  pointed  out  by  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c. 
46,  s.  13.  The  execution  is  to  issue,  in  the  first  instance^ 
against  those  who  are  members  of  the  copartnership  for 
the  time  being,  i.  e.  at  the  moment  of  suing  out  the  exe- 
cution :  and  the  Courts  have  decided,  that  the  party  against 
whom  it  is  intended  thus  to  proceed,  is  entitled  to  have 
the  question,  whether  he  were  such  member  or  not,  deter- 
mined by  a  jury,  and  that  the  course  of  proceeding  for  that 
purpose  ought  to  be  by  writ  of  scire  fieu^ias,  which  will  have 
the  e£fect  of  shewing,  on  the  face  of  the  record,  the  grounds 
on  which  the  execution  issued  against  a  person  who  was 
no  party  to  the  judgment.  But  a  great  difficulty  arises 
when  we  attempt  to  put  a  construction  on  this  part  of  the 
enactment ;  for  the  scire  facias  only  shews  that  the  party 
against  whom  it  issues  was  a  member  of  the  copartnership 
at  the  time  of  the  jtuiffmeni,  and  not  at  the  time  of  issuing 
execution.  In  order  to  reconcile  this  difficulty,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  scire  facias  may  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
execution  contemplated  by  the  legislature  in  framing  this 
section ;  and  then,  the  party  being  shewn  to  be  a  member  at 
the  time  of  the  scire  facias,  he  is  liable.  If  this  view  be  cor- 
rect, I  entertain  considerable  doubt  whether  the  defisndant 
in  the  present  case  is  concluded  by  the  judgment,  or  whe- 
ther he  has  not  a  right  to  insist  that  the  question,  whe- 
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ther  he  was  a  partner  at  the  time  when  execution  issued^ —  Exch.  of  pieas, 
i.  e.  when  the  scire  fiunas  issued,—  should  be  submitted  ^  ^^^' 
to  a  jury ;  and  consequently,  whether  he  is  not  entitled 
now  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody :  but  as  the  rest  of 
the  Court  agree  in  the  view  taken  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron^  my  doubts  will  of  course  be  unavailing.  The 
course  to  be  afterwards  pursued  with  respect  to  the  seve- 
ral other  classes  of  persons  made  liable  to  the  execution, 
is  very  clearly  pointed  out  by  the  act :  first,  it  is  to  go 
against  those  who  were  members  of  the  Company  at  the 
time  when  the  contract  was  entered  into;  then,  if  the 
plaintiff  fails  by  those  means  to  obtain  satisfaction,  his 
next  step  must  be  by  application  to  the  Court,  for  leave  to 
proceed  against  those  who  were  members  before  the  con- 
tract was  executed ;  and  lastly,  he  is  entitled  to  proceed 
against  those  who  were  members  at  the  time  of  the  judg- 
ment obtained :  and  although  no  precedence  is  expressly 
marked  out  by  the  statute,  as  between  these  and  the  for- 
mer classes, — ^the  words  of  the  clause  comprising  them  all 
in  the  same  sentence,  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  party 
so  having  obtained  judgment,  to  issue  execution  against 
any  person  or  persons  who  was  a  member  when  the  con- 
tract was  entered  into,  or  became  a  member  before  it  was 
executed,  or  was  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  judgment 
obtained/' — still,  by  the  construction  put  upon  this  section, 
execution  is  to  issue,  first  against  one  of  these  classes,  and 
then  against  the  other,  and  the  defendant  is  only  to  be 
concluded  by  the  record  that  he  was  a  member  at  the  time 
oi  the  judgment  obtained.  The  present  inclination  of  my 
opinion,  therefore,  certainly  is,  that  the  execution  issued 
against  this  defendant,  without  giving  him  an  opportunity 
of  trying  the  question  whether  he  was  a  partner  in  the 
Company,  not  at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  but  at  the 
time  of  the  execution,  is  irregular.  That  is  a  question 
which,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  to  be  determined  on  afBdavits, 
but  to  be  tried  in  the  regular  way  by  a  jury. 

VOL.  VII.  p  M.  w. 


POYNER  t?.  HaTTON. 
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members  at  the  time  of  the  contract  entered  into  or  exe-  sxeh,  </  Phat, 
exkted,  or  of  judgment  recovered.  There  is  certainly  consi-  ^^40, 
derable  difficulty  in  putting  a  construction  upon  the  act ; 
bat  it  is  not  possible  that  the  consequence,  which  has  been 
mentioned  bymy  Lord  Abmger  as  necessarily  resulting  from 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  defendant,  could  have 
been  contemplated  by  the  legislature ;  there  would,  as  he 
has  remarked,  necessarily  be  a  series  of  writs  of  scire  fa- 
das  one  after  another.  An  attempt  is  made  to  get  over 
this  difficulty,  by  supposing  the  scire  facias  to  be  under- 
stood as  the  beginning  of  the  execution;  but  if  it  be  ne- 
cessary to  put  such  a  construction  upon  the  statute,  why 
not  as  well  say  that  the  judgment  is  the  beginning  of  the 
execution  ?  For  these  reasons,  I  concur  in  opinion  that  a 
sdre  facias  was  not  necessary,  and  that  this  rule  must  be 
discharged. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  added — I  cannot  agree  in  the 
opinion  that  the  scire  facias  can  be  considered  as  the  be- 
ginning of  the  execution. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


1 


.N  this  case^  all  matters  in  difference  in  the  cause  having  where  an  arbi- 
been  referred  under  a  judge's  order,  the  arbitrator  awarded  i'JlusV wa«*re^ 
that  the  action  should  cease,  and  be  no  further  prosecuted  :  ^^^^^  awmrded 

'  r  ^    jlii^l  Ijjg  action 

lUid  that  the  plaintiff^  on  a  day  named,  should  pay  to  the  should  cease, 
defendant  the  sum  of  2/.  \%s.  6d.    The  costs  were  after-  ofmoneyshouid 
\vards  taxed  in  favour  of  the  defendant  at  the  sum  of  £37.    Jf Xtiff^  Ihe 

defendant;  and 
tbc  defendmnt's  costs  having  been  taxed,  both  sums  were  demanded  of  the  plaintiff : — Held,  that, 
ioajmiieh  as  the  arbitrator  had  exceeded  his  authority  in  directing  pa  jment  of  the  sum  of  money 
to  the  defendant,  an  affidavit  which  stated  that  the  defendant  demanded  of  the  plaintiff  the  said 
aum  of  money,  and  also  the  amount  of  the  costs,  but  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  pay  the  sanoe,  oc 
muff  pmrt  thtrtaf,  was  not  sufficient  to  ground  an  attachment. 

VOL.  VII.  Q  M.  W. 
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ExeL  of  PUoi,  Hance  had  obtained  a  rale  £6r  an  attachment  against  the 
2f^2L^  plaintiff  for  non-performance  of  the  award.  The  aflBdavit 
on  which  the  rule  was  granted  stated,  that  the  defendant 
demanded  of  the  plaintiff  the  said  snm  of  21.  ISs.  6d.,  and 
also  the  snm  of  £37,  the  amount  of  the  taxed  oosts!, 
but  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  pay  the  same^  or  any  part 
thereof. 

/.  Henderson  shewed  cause,  and  contendedj  that  as  the 
reference  was  merely  of  the  matter  in  difference  in  the 
cause,  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  award  pajrment  of  a 
sum  of  money  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant;  and  there- 
fore, that  the  defendant,  by  demanding  payment  of  that 
sum,  as  well  as  of  the  amount  of  the  costs,  had  asked  for 
too  much,  and  consequently  was  not  entitled  to  an  attach- 
ment. 

Hance,  contri,  admitted  that  the  arbitrator  had  exceeded 
his  authority,  and  that  the  defendant  could  not  enforce 
payment  of  the  21.  ISs,  6d. ;  but  urged,  that  the  award  was 
good  for  the  residue,  and  that  as  the  defendant  had  de- 
manded the  two  sums  separately,  and  not  in  a  gross  sum, 
and  it  was  sworn  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  paid  the  money 
demanded,  or  any  part  thereof,  it  sufficiently  appeared  that 
he  had  refused  to  pay  the  amount  due  for  costs,  in  respect 
of  which,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  attach- 
ment. 

Xiord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^The  affidavit  only  states  that  the 
plldntiff  did  not  pay  the  said  sums,  or  any  part  thereof;  if  it 
had  gone  on  to  say  "  or  either  of  them,''  it  might  have 
been  sufficient.  It  is  consistent  with  it  that  the  plaintiff 
tendered  the  amount  of  the  costs.  Yon  ought  to  make 
out  a  clear  case  of  refusal. 

Parke,  B.,  Gurnet^  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Atkinson  v.  Howell.  " 

U'MALLEY  applied  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defend-  Where  the  ori. 
ant  to  shew  cause  why  the  plainti£f  should  not  be  at  liberty  Emmons  was 
to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant  according  to  the  'l^ntiff' ^ 
statute,  without  indorsing  upon  the  writ  of  summons  the  ^^«  defendant 

"      *^  at  his  request, 

day  of  the  week  and  month  of  service^  as  required  by  the  but  he  kept  it, 
role  of  M.  T.  8  W.  4.     It  appeared  from   his  affidavit^  pear,  the°  Coun 
that  the  original  writ  had  been  sent  by  post  to  the  de-  ^^""^dntiff  ^'^ 
fisndanty  at  his  request^  on  the  14th  of  October.    On  the  enter  an  ap- 
9th  of  November,  he  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  it,  and  defendant  Lc 
said  that  he  would  direct  a  settlement  of  the  debt  to  be  JSd^7^g  o^ 
made :  but  he  had  done  nothing  since,  and  kept  possession  ^^  writ  the 
of  the  writ. — ^In  Brook  t.  Edridge  (a),  where  the  defendant,  rice,  pursuant 
on  being  served  with  process,  snatched  the  original  writ  out  m.  t.  3  Wiu.  4. 
oi  the  hands  of  the  person  serving  it,  the  Court  granted  a 
similar  rule,  and  made  the  defendant  pay  the  costs  of  it. 
Here,  also,  as  it  was  in  consequence  of  the  improper  con- 
doct  of  the  defendant  that  the  indorsement  could  not  be 
made  in  conformity  with  the  rule  of  Court,  the  Court 
would  interfere  to  assist  the  plaintiff. 

PxK  Curiam. — Here  the  plaintiff  has  brought  himself 
into  the  difficulty  by  not  following  the  usual  course.  No 
doubt,  as  a  man  of  honour,  the  defendant  ought  to  appear, 
but  if  he  does  not,  we  cannot  assist  you. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  647. 
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Ereh.  of  Pieasp 
1840. 

Dixon  v.  Walker  (a). 

Where  a  plain-  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt,  in  which  the  plaintiff  by  his 
than  j1^' biu^  particulars  claimed  a  sum  exceeding  jE20.  The  defendant 
obtains  a  ver-  pleaded  as  to  part  of  the  demand,  a  tender  before  action 
sum  under  brought,  and  as  to  the  residue  nunquam  indebitatus.  The 
of  a  tender  of  plaintiff  took  out  of  Court  the  money  paid  in  under  the 
InhHrnount  P^®*  °^  tender,  and  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  that 
claimed  before    amount :  and  at  the  trial,  he  had  a  verdict  for  the  balance 

action  brought, 

his  costs  must  claimed  by  him,  viz.  £IS.  The  Master,  on  taxation,  al- 
redueed  scale  lowed  the  plaintiff  his  costs  according  to  the  ordinary 
rl^^tS^ot^'  scale.— P^/er*rforf  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  review 
sum  under ^20.  of  the  taxation,  on  the  ground  that  the  costs  ought  to  have 

been  taxed  on  the  reduced  scale  applicable,  according  to 
the  "  Directions  to  Taxing  Officers,"  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  to  a 
recovery  of  a  sum  under  £20, 

JVightman  shewed  cause,  and  relied  on  Masters  v.  Tlck^ 
ler  (i),  where  it  was  held  that  if  the  amount  recovered  by 
the  verdict,  together  with  the  money  paid  into  Court,  ex- 
ceed £20,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs  on  the  higher 
scale.  If  the  lower  scale  were  held  to  be  applicable  to  a 
case  like  this,  it  would  always  be  in  the  defendant's  power 
to  force  the  plaintiff  down  to  that  scale.  For  instance,  if 
the  demand  were  for  £25,  the  defendant  would  only 
have  to  tender  j£6  before  a  writ  was  served,  and  then  the 
plaintiff  would  recover  his  costs  according  to  the  reduced 
scale  only,  which  would  be  highly  unjust. 

Petersdorff,  contrft. — The  effect  of  a  finding  in  favour 
of  the  defendant  on  a  plea  of  tender,  is  to  shew  that  the 

{a)  This  and  the  two  following      the  term, 
cases  were  decided  by   Alderton,  {h)  2  Harr.  &:  Well.  81 . 

B.,  sitting  alone  on  the  last  day  of 
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plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  at  the  time  of  the  commence-  EjccH.  of  PUas, 
ment  of  the  action,  to  any  more  than  the  balance  beyond  ^  ^  . 
the  sum  tendered.  It  defeats  the  right  of  action  to  that  ex-  Dixon 
tent,  before  action  brought.  It  now  appears  on  the  face  of  Walker. 
the  record,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action  to  the 
amount  of  JE20.  The  case  of  payment  into  Court  after  ac- 
tion brought  is  different ;  that  is  not  a  denial  of  the  exist- 
ence of  any  part  of  the  cause  of  action  at  the  time  of  issuing 
the  writ.  ThBi  distinguishes  the  present  case  from  Masters 
▼.  Tickler.  In  Savages.  Lipscomb  (a),  it  was  held,  that  even 
where  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  reduced  below  £20  by  a 
cross  demand  of  the  defendant,  which  is  made  the  subject 
of  a  set-off,  he  is  entitled  to  costs  on  the  reduced  scale  only. 
That  is  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  present.  So  ako, 
where  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  the  defendant  pleaded 
non-assumpsit  and  a  set-off,  and  paid  £2  into  Court,  and 
the  cause  was  referred  to  arbitration,  the  party  in  whose 
fayour  the  award  was  made  being  at  liberty  to  enter  up 
judgment  for  the  sum  awarded  as  upon  a  verdict,  and  the 
arbitrator  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  under  £20,  it 
was  held  that  this  was  a  sum  recovered^,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  rule,  and  that  the  costs  must  be  taxed  according  to 
the  reduced  scale :   Wallen  v.  Smith  {b). 

Aldebson,  B. — I  think  the  rule  must  be  absolute  for 

reviewing  the  taxation.     The  cases  of  set-off,  which  have 

been  cited,  govern  the  present ;  indeed  they  are  stronger, 

because  there  it  is  in  the  option  of  the  defendant  to  set  off 

las  counter  claim  or  not;   therefore  the  plaintiff  must 

Ining  his  action  for  the  whole  of  his  demand :  yet  in  the 

two  cases  cited,  it  was  taken  for  granted  tHat  the  plaintiff's 

^ht  of  action  is  defeated  to  the  extent  of  the  set-off,  and 

thBt  the  ''sum  recovered'*  in  the  action  is  only  the  ba- 

laoce.     A  mnlto  fortiori,  the  plaintiff  here  is  defeated  to 

/  )i Do^^'  ^' ^' ^^**  ^*^ 3 M. & W.  138. 


216 


CASES   IN   THE   SXCHIQUIB, 


Exeh.  of  PUas,  the  extent  of  the  money  tendered,  and  the  sum  recovered 
1840.  J3  QQly  the  surplus.  Those  cases,  therefore,  must  goTem 
the  present.  I  am  not,  however,  to  be  considered  as  de- 
ciding that  money  paid  into  Court  after  action  brought  is 
not  part  of  the  sum  recovered,  but  only  that  where  the 
payment  or  tender  amounts  to  matter  of  defence  pro  tanto, 
the  sum  recovered  is  only  the  di£Ference. 

Bul^  absolute. 


The  defendant 
having  bought 
a  rick  of  hay 
from  the  plain- 
tiff, (who  was 
the  executor  de 
fon  tort  of  M. 
S.),  before  pay- 
ment of  the 
price,  received 
a  notice  from  a 
third  party, 
suting  that  he 
was  the  admi- 
nistrator of  M. 
S.f  and  de- 
manding pay- 
ment of  the 
sum  for  which 
it  had  been 
sold.    The  de- 
fendant being 
subsequently 
sued  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the 
price  of  the 

that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  relief 
under  the  In- 
terpleader Act, 
l&2Will.4, 
c.  £8,  s.  I. 


James  v.  Pritchard. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt,  to  recover  the  price  of  a 
rick  of  hay  agreed  to  be  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant. In  the  early  part  of  this  term,  Mimtagu  Cham- 
bers obtained  a  rule  under  the  first  section  of  the  Inter- 
pleader  Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  calling  on  one  WUliam 
Saunders  to  appear  and  state  the  particulars  of  his  claim. 
The  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion, 
stated,  that  on  the  7th  of  April,  1839,  he  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  the  hay  in  question :  that  on 
the  21st  of  June  last,  seven  days  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  he  was  served  with  a  notice  by  the 
attorney  of  Saunders,  informing  him  that  the  hay  had 
belonged  to  one  Martha  Simlett,  deceased,  to  whom 
Saunders  had  taken  out  administration ;  that  he  only  was 
entitled  to  receive  the  price  of  the  hay,  and  that  if  the 
defendant  should  pay  it  over  to  any  body  else,  Saunders 
would  nevertheless  hold  him  accountable  for  the  amount, 
and  take  immediate  steps  to  recover  it :  that  in  conse- 
quence of  such  notice,  the  defendant  did  not  know  to 
whom  the  said  hay  belonged,  or  to  whom  he  was  liable  for 
the  same  :  that  this  action  was  commenced  on  the  29th  of 
June  last,  and  the  declaration  delivered  on  the  2€th  of 
October;  and  that  the  defendant  had  not  pleaded  to  the 
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actum.     The  affidavit  then  proceeded  to  state  that  the  Sxeh.  rf  puas, 
defiNidant  expected  to  be  sued  by  Saunders  for  the  value     ^  ^  ^^^' 
of  the  hay,  and  to  deny  collusion  with  Saunders. 

E.  V.  WUUams  now  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  (who 
daimed  as  executrix  de  son  tort  of  Martha  Simlett),  and 
contended  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  Interpleader 
Act. — ^A  purchaser  cannot  call  upon  his  vendor  to  inter- 
plead widi  a  third  party.  The  plaintiff  merely  claims  the 
performance  of  a  contract  made  with  her  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  of  which  the  defendant  has  received  the  benefit. 
[Alderson,  B. — ^That  seems  to  be  an  answer  to  the  applica* 
tion.  If  the  circumstances  amount  to  a  defence  for  the 
defendant,  he  should  plead  them.]  The  Court  then 
called  on 

Chambers,  for  the  defendant. — The  defendant  is  within 
the  words  and  intent  of  the  Interpleader  Act.  He  is 
merely  in  the  condition  of  a  stakeholder,  claiming  no  in- 
terest in  the  money  which  both  these  parties  are  calling 
upon  him  to  pay,  but  being  willing  to  pay  it  to  whichever 
of  them  shall  appear  to  be  entitled  to  it.  [Alderson,  B. — He 
has  entered  into  a  contract  to  pay  the  plaintiff.  He  must 
either  perform  that  contract,  or  set  up  some  defence 
which  may  justify  him  in  refusing  payment.]  The  money 
belongs  to  the  administrator.  As  against  an  executor  de 
ion  tart,  the  rightful  representative  is  entitled  to  the 
estate,  and  the  produce  of  it :  this  is  an  invalid  contract, 
with  which  the  rightful  administrator  may  intervene;  and 
here  the  letter  written  on  his  behalf  claims  the  money 
as  part  of  the  estate,  and  amounts  to  an  affirmance  of 
the  contract.  Besides,  it  is  clear  that  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  of  adverse  claims 
in  which  a  bill  of  interpleader  might  have  been  main- 
tained; and  here  it  might,  this  being  a  case  in  which  two 
parties   "are  claiming  the  same  thing  by  different  or 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  Separate  interests,  and  another  person,  not  knowing  to 
.   ^^^'   .     which  of  the  claimants  he  ought  of  right  to  render  a  debt 
J  AM  EI        or  duty,  or  to  deliver  property  in  his  custody,  fears  he  may 
PRiTciiARD.     ^  ^^^  ^y  ^^^  of  them/'  (a). 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  rule  must  be  discharged, 
and  that  this  is  not  a  case  within  the  Interpleader  Aet. 
The  defendant  has  made  a  bargain  with  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  must  perform  it,  or  shew  good  cause  why  he  does  not. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  Mitfurd's  £q.  PI.  p.  39  (3rd  edit.). 


Lander  v,  Gordon. 

Where  a  Judge  X  HIS  causc  was  tried  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for 
hiTmnted'a  Surrey,  before  Gumey,  B.,  and  a  verdict  having  been 
certificate  for     found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  learned  Judge,  before  the  end 

tjpeedy  execu-  *^        ,  ^  ' 

tfon,  under  the  of  the  Assizes,  Certified  under  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  7,  s.  2, 
c.  7,  •.  2,  and     that  execution  should  issue  in  a  month.    The  certificate 

h^ble^ed  ^^  ^^^  *^®  '^^^  ^^  August.  On  the  Slst  of  August 
accerdingiy»the  final  judgment  was  signed.     On  the  5th  of  September, 

Judge  has  no 

power  after.  the  same  learned  Judge,  on  an  application  made  to  him 
r*tiJofprot'  at  chambers  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  ordered  that  all 
ceedioft.  proceedings  in  the  action  should  be  stayed  until  the  5th 

day  of  this  term  (November  6),  and  that  the  defendant 
should  in  the  mean  time  give  the  plaintiff  security  for  a 
certain  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs.  On  the  5th  of 
November,  James  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  this 
order  should  not  be  set  aside. 


Plait  and  Moniaffu  Chambers  now  shewed  cause^  and 
contended  that,  independently  of  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  7, 


-1 
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the  Court  or  a  Judge  had  power,  at  any  stage  of  a  cause,  Exeh.  of  puat, 
to  stay  the  proceedings,  where  the  equity  or  justice  of  the     ^   ^^'  ^ 
case  in  his  judgment  required  it :  that  the  2nd  section  of       Lamder 
that  statute,  which  gave  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Frius  power       Gordon. 
to  certify  for  speedy  execution,  did  not  imply  any  limi- 
tation of  his  independent  authority  to  stay  the  proceed- 
ings:  and  that  the  4th  section,  which  empowered  the 
Court,  in  term  time,  to  vacate  the  judgment,  and  to  stay 
or  set  aside  the  execution,  was  equally  consistent  with 
the  Judge's  power,  antecedently  to  the  term,  to  stay  the 
course  of  the  proceedings  on  his  certificate :  at  all  events, 
this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged,  as  having  been  unne- 
cessarily obtained,  since  it  was  not  returnable  until  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  named  in  the  Judge's  order. 

James,  contr^. — A  Judge  has  no  power,  after  judgment 
has  been  signed,  to  rescind  his  certificate  for  speedy  ex- 
ecution, or  to  stay  the  proceedings  upon  the  judgment. 
The  power  of  certifying  must,  according  to  the  second 
lection,  be  exercised  before  the  end  of  the  sittings  or 
assizes ;  and  upon  that  certificate  judgment  may  be  signed 
JarihwUh,  the  period  of  issuing  execution  thereon  being 
determined  by  the  terms  of  the  certificate.  After  the  end 
of  the  sittings  or  assizes,  the  Judge  is  functus  officio  as  to 
that  certificate.  If  the  defendant  seeks  to  annex  to  it 
any  condition  or  qualification,  he  ought  to  make  the  ap- 
plication during  the  assizes.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the 
object  of  the  statute,  that  after  the  plaintiff^  has  obtained 
a  judgment,  and  the  time  for  reaping  the  fruits  of  it  has 
been  postponed,  (which  is  in  e£Fect  a  stay  of  proceedings),  a 
Judge  should  have  power  to  postpone  it  a  second  time. 
Then  the  4tb  section,  which  provides  that  **  notwithstand- 
ing any  judgment  signed  or  recovered,  or  execution 
issued  by  virtue  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court 
in  which  the  action  shall  have  been  brought  to  order  such 
judgment  to  be  vacated,  and  execution  to  be  stayed  or  set 
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Ejtck.  rf  PU9»,  aside,  &c.,  as  justice  may  appear  to  require/'  ob?iouaty 
^^^*  implies  that  a  Judge  alone  has  no  such  authority.  The 
power  there  given  to  the  Court  would  be  idle  and  nuga- 
tory, on  any  other  supposition  than  that  of  the  Judge  at 
Nisi  Prius  being  divested  of  all  authority  after  the  granting 
of  his  certificate,  or  at  all  events  after  the  end  of  the  as- 
sizes. It  is  analogous  to  cases  under  the  Interpleader 
Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  under  which,  until  the  amend- 
ment introduced  by  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  the 
Court  only,  and  not  a  Judge  at  Chambers,  could  give 
relief.  [Alderson,  B. — k.  Judge  who  has  certified  under 
the  84  Eliz.  c.  6,  to  deprive  a  plaintiff  of  costs,  may  re- 
scind his  certificate  within  a  reasonable  time.]  That  is 
upon  the  particular  terms  of  that  statute;  but  it  cannot 
be  annulled  after  final  judgment  (a).  Here  judgment  has 
been  signed  before  the  order  complained  of  was  made* 
This  was  in  effect  granting  a  new  certificate  extending  the 
time,  after  the  end  of  the  assizes. 

Alderson,  B. — ^This  is  a  question  of  some  importance 
as  to  the  power  of  the  Judge,  and  I  will  consult  the  other 
Judges  of  this  Court  before  I  decide.  The  motion,  how- 
ever, is  quite  useless,  and  therefore  there  should  be  no 
costs  on  either  side.  [The  learned  Baron  shortly  after- 
wards retired  from  the  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  consult- 
ing the  other  Judges;  and  on  his  return,  said] — I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged,  as  being  useless, 
without  costs.  As  to  the  question  which  has  been  argued 
before  me,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  when  once  final  judgment 
has  been  signed,  the  power  of  the  Judge  is  at  an  end,  and 
the  execution  follows  as  of  right  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  certificate,  which  the  Judge  has  no  power  afiierwards 
to  alter.  The  party  has  a  right  to  have  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  secured  to  him,  and  that  right  cannot  be 

(a)  WhaUeyy,  WUUamton,  7  Scott,  135;  5Bing.  N.C.200;  7  Dowl. 
P.  C.  253. 
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affected  by  any  act  of  the  Judge  after  judgment  has  been  E*ch,  of  puat, 
signed.  I  am  confinned  in  this  opinion  by  at  least  one 
other  member  of  the  Court.  In  this  particular  case,  how- 
ever, this  rule  became  useless,  and  ought  therefore  to  be  dis- 
diarged.  The  plaintiff  might  have  disregarded  the  Judge's 
order  altogether,  and  gone  on  with  his  execution  notwith- 
standing. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Orbsnway  v.  Titchmabsh. 

Assumpsit  on  the  warranty  of  a  horse.    The  declar-  ad  undertoking 

ation  aUeged  as  special  damage,  that  the  plaintiff  had  e^Xn^o?"** 

been  put  to  great  charges  and  expenses  in  the  keep  of  the  »<>"«  matter  in 

horse.  Pleas,  first,  non  assumpsit;  secondly,  that  the  plain-  a  particular 

tiff  did  not  buy  of  the  defendant,  nor  did  the  defendant  sell  s^d'by  evidence 

to  the  plaintiff,  the  horse  in  the  declaration  mentioned  :  »"•*"«  >nj^«J 

*  '  county,  which 

on  which  issues  were  joined.  The  venue  had  been  changed  bean  on  the 
by  the  defendant,  on  the  ordinary  affidavit,  from  Middlesex  *^' "' '" 
to  Hertfordshire,  but  had  been  brought  back  to  Middlesex  fo/breaciTof " 
on  the  usual  undertaking  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  material  j^^^nfy  of  * 
evidence  in  that  county.    At  the  trial  before  Lord  AKn-  the  issue  raised 
ger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after  last  term,  the  ings  wu,^wbe- 
question  in  dispute  between  the  parties  was,  whether  the  {JjlJiVht^the*"'*^ 
horse  had  been  bought  by  a  person  named  Grout  on  his  own  ^orse  of  the  de- 

-  _   _        ,   .      .«•    ^  ,  ,       ,       fendant  or  not, 

account,  or  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff.  Grout  bought  the  payment  in 
horse  of  the  defendant  at  Biggleswade  fair  in  Bedford-  the  keep  of^the 
shire,  on  the  14th  of  February,  1840,  with  a  warranty  of  |l^^;  f^dc"*" 
soundness.    On  the  4th  of  March  following,  he  first  saw  fendantofiu 

y       -%   m      t      ,  .  Tfc  ^••-r-r^.-ii*  i   wnsoundncss, 

the  defendant  again  at  Koyston  Mr  m  Hertfordshire,  and  was  held  suffi- 
told   him   that   the    horse  was   unsound,    and  that  he  tt^uVdeSking 
would  be  required  to  take  him  back.     On  the  5th  of  to  give  material 

^  evidence  m  that 

county. 
Qmmrt,  whether  a  letter  of  the  plaintlfTs  attorney  to  the  defendant,  written  in  Middlesex, 
bat  posted  in  London,  giving  notice  of  the  unsoundness,  and  requiring  the  defendant  to  take 
back  the  horse,  otherwise  it  would  be  sold  by  a  certain  day,  (verbal  notice  to  the  same  effect 
having  been  previouily  given  to  him),  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  such  undertaking  ? 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  March^  the  plaintiff's  attorney  wrote,  in  Middlesex,  a  let- 
v^-.^^-^  ter  addressed  to  the  defendant,  which  was  posted  in  Lon- 
grbbmwat  Jqjj^  informing  the  defendant  that  the  horse  was  nnsound, 
TiTCHMARSH.  and  demanding  back  the  price  of  it,  and  giving  him  no- 
tice that  unless  the  amount  were  paid,  and  the  horse 
taken  away,  by  a  certain  day,  the  horse  would  be  sold,  and 
proceedings  would  be  commenced  for  the  difference.  The 
horse  remained  for  some  days  after  this  date  on  the  pre- 
mises of  Grout,  in  Surrey,  where  it  was  provided  by  him 
with  food  and  stabling,  the  charges  for  which  were  paid 
by  the  plaintiff  at  Enfield  in  Middlesex.  On  the  11th 
of  March,  the  horse  was  sold  by  the  plaintiff  pursuant 
to  the  notice  given  in  the  letter  of  the  5th,  and  this 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  difference  between  the 
sum  for  which  he  was  so  sold,  and  the  amount  of  the 
price  paid  for  him  to  the  defendant,  and  of  the  expenses  of 
his  keep  up  to  the  time  of  the  re-sale.  It  was  objected  for 
the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  not  complied  with  his  undertaking 
to  give  material  evidence  of  some  matter  in  issue  arising 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron 
reserved  the  point,  and  the  case  being  left  to  the  jury, 
they  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount 
claimed  in  the  action. 

In  the  early  part  of  this  term,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved  at  the  trial : 
against  which 

Erie  and  Miller  now  shewed  cause. — The  actual  issue  in 
the  cause  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  bought  the  horse  of 
the  defendant  or  not ;  but  it  was  a  necessary  part  of  the 
duty  of  the  jury  to  determine,  if  they  found  that  question 
in  the  afiirmative,  to  what  damages  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled; it  was  material,  therefore,  to  ascertain  from  what 
period  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  unsoundness,  so  as 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  expenses  of  the  keep 
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of  the  hone  firom  that  time.  For  that  purpose,  the  letter  Exck.  of  puas, 
of  the  5th  of  March,  which  was  written  in  Middlesex,  was  ^  *°j^'  ^ 
material  evidence  in  that  county.  Collins  v.  Jenkins  {a)  Greenwat 
was  a  case  much  resembling  the  present  in  its  circum-  titchmarsh. 
stances.  There,  in  an  action  on  the  warranty  of  a  horse, 
a  letter  written  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  Middlesex, 
apprising  the  defendant  of  the  breach  of  warranty,  and 
that  the  horse  was  standing  at  livery  at  the  defendant's 
expense,  coupled  with  an  admission  by  the  defendant's 
agent  in  Middlesex  of  the  receipt  of  that  letter,  was  held 
a  sufficient  compliance  with  an  undertaking  to  give  mate- 
rial  evidence  of  some  matter  in  issue  arising  in  Middlesex, 
on  the  ground  that  its  effect  was  to  increase  the  damages, 
by  rendering  the  defendant  liable  for  the  keep  of  the 
horse,  in  case  the  warranty  were  established.  That  case 
was  decided  on  the  authority  of  Curtis  v.  Drinkwater  (6), 
where,  in  an  action  against  a  coach  proprietor  for  negli* 
genee  in  conveying  the  plaintiff  from  Oxford  to  Leomin- 
ster, tl^e  injury  having  happened  to  the  plaintiff  in  Ox- 
finrdshire,  it  was  held  that  inconvenience  suffered  and  ex- 
pense incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  Worcestershire,  was  ma- 
terial evidence  of  a  matter  in  issue  arising  in  that  county, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  undertaking.  It  seems  to  be 
established,  therefore,  that  if  the  evidence  bears  materially 
on  the  quantum  of  damages,  it  is  material  within  the 
meaning  of  the  undertaking,  although  it  does  not  go  to 
the  verdict.  The  ''  matter  in  issue"  means  all  that  the 
jury  are  to  determine.  It  may  be  said  the  letter  was  un- 
necessary, because  a  parol  notice  had  before  been  given  to 
the  defendant  at  Boyston  fair.  But  the  written  evidence 
is  not  the  less  material  because  the  fact  may  perhaps  be 
profved  by  parol  also ;  the  witness  who  is  to  prove  the  parol 
communication  may  bH  or  be  discredited.  Besides,  the 
letter  was  material,  as  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  dealt  with 
the  horse  as  his,  and  assumed  to  sell  it.     [Parke,  B. — ^The 

(a)  4  Bing.  N.  C,  225;  5  Scott,  589.  {b)  2  B.  &  Adol.  169. 
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jbdk  9i  PiMf ,  letter  was  wrUten  in  Middleiex,  bat  the  oommiiiiieatiaii  to 

^      ^  '  ^    the  defendant  bf  the  poH  it  the  mateiiaL  things  and  that 

Oebenwat    ^i^^  JQj^^  ^  London.]    The  letter  wai  dbpatched  to  the 

TiTCHM AE8H.   pQst  in  Mlddlesex,  and  that  was  part  of  its  transit  to  the 

defendant.    Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  been  obliged  to  gire 

secondary  evidence  of  the  letter^  he  most  have  called  the 

clerk  who  took  it  to  the  post  firom  the  office  in  Middlesex. 

— On  this  point  they  cited  lAnley  t.  BaU$  (a). 

But  secondly,  the  payment  for  the  keep  at  Enfield  was 
clearly  material  evidence  to  satisfy  the  undertaking:  Ctar- 
tu  Y.  Drinkwater. 

Kelbf  and  Byles,  contra. — ^The  argument  on  the  other 
side  isi  that  where  any  damage  is  proved  in  the  county  in 
which  the  venue  is  retained^  that  is  sufficient.  That  is 
laying  down  the  rule  much  too  broadly.  The  undertak- 
ing is,  to  give  ''material  evidence  of  some  mailer  m  Uitie" 
arising  within  that  county.  Curtis  v.  Drinkwaier  ia  distin* 
guishable.  There  the  inconvenience  and  expense  incurred 
by  the  plaintiff  were  part  of  the  tsyaiy  done,  without  proof 
of  which  the  action  was  not  maintainable.  It  waa^  there- 
fore, not  merely  matter  in  aggravation  of  the  damages  in 
Oxfordshire,  but  an  integral  part  of  the  cause  of  action  in 
issue.  The  mere  negligence  of  the  defendant  would  have 
given  no  cause  of  action,  without  the  injury  arising  from 
it.  But  here  the  cause  of  action  in  issue  is  the  iw^Hng  of 
the  promise  by  the  defendant — the  buying  of  tiie  horse; 
and  the  action  would  be  maintainable  without  any  da- 
mage. The  evidence  of  the  payment  for  the  keep  was 
wholly  unnecessary :  after  proof  of  notice  to  the  defendant 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  the  reasonable  expenses 
of  the  keep,  wherever  the  horse  was  kept,  and  whetiier 
they  were  paid  or  not.  The  plaintiff  can  only  recover  a 
reasonable  sum,  for  such  time  as  would  be  required  to  resell 
the  horse  to  the  best  advantage :  iPKenzie  v.  Hamcoek  (^). 

(fl)  2  C.  &  J.  659.  (6)  Ry.  &  M.  N.  P.  C.  436. 
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[Parke,  B.— Of  which  the  actual  payment  may  be  shewn  Sxek.  of  pieas, 
as  the  just  measure.]  ^   ^^  '  . 

Secondlyi  as  to  the  letter.  It  is  admitted  that  the  de-  Grkenwat 
Ssndant  had  before  had  verbal  notice  of  the  unsoundness :  Titchm arih. 
could  the  subsequent  written  notice  be  material?  It  is 
the  witness  to  prove  the  verbal  notice  might  be  unsa- 
;  but  he  was  not  discredited  in  this  case.  But 
further,  the  mere  sending  of  the  letter  from  the  office  in 
Middlesex  is  not  suffident.  In  Collins  v.  Jenkins,  there 
was  an  admission  of  the  recent  of  it  in  Middlesex — ^here 
it  was  only  written  in  Middlesex.  The  fact  to  be  proved  is, 
that  the  defendant  had  notice :  it  is  immaterial  to  that 
fiict  where  the  letter  was  written.  [Lord  Alringer,  C.  B. — 
The  notice  is  proved  by  two  things,  one  done  in  Middle- 
sex, and  one  in  London.]  The  putting  it  into  the  post  is 
the  evidence  (as  in  LMey  v.  Batei)  to  shew  the  receipt 
of  it;  the  contents  speak  for  themselves. 

Lord  Abinoes,  C.  B. — ^I  think  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
ehaiged*  We  are  not  considering  the  policy  of  the  rule 
of  law  relating  to  this  subject;  it  is  sufficient  to  abide  by 
the  decided  eases,  more  especially  on  a  question  of  this 
nature.  The  law  permits  the  plaintiff  to  try  certain  ac- 
tions in  any  county;  and  where  the  action  chiefly  con- 
aista  in  damages,  it  is  much  better  to  bring  it  in  the 
ooonty  where  the  damages  accrued,  and  where  the  wit- 
neases  reside.  Now  the  Courts  have  considered  the  un- 
dertaking to  give  material  evidence  in  a  particular  county, 
as  going,  not  merely  to  the  actual  question  in  issue  on 
which  the  verdict  depends,  but  also  to  the  damages,  as 
being  a  ''matter  in  issue''  between  the  parties.  If  this 
case  stood  upon  the  letter  only,  it  might  be  doubtful 
whether  that  would  be  sufficient ;  although  it  would  seem 
that  the  writing  of  the  letter  would  be  material  in  order 
to  shew  the  answer  to  it,  or  the  inference  to  be  derived 
from  there  being  no  answer.  That  admission  by  the  silence 


226  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUBB, 

Exeh.  of  PUaa,  of  the  defendant  could  but  be  put  to  the  jury,  without 
w  1^'  ^  shewing  that  the  letter  was  written.  But  at  all  events, 
orebnwat     the  evidence  of  the  payment  for  the  keep  of  the  horse 

TiTCHMAESH.  fulfillcd  thc  plaiutiff's  undertakings  as  being  material  to 
the  damages. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 
The  case  of  CoUins  v.  Jenkins  shews,  that  the  evidence  to 
be  given  under  an  undertaking  like  the  present  is  not 
confined  to  the  mere  issue  in  the  cause,  but  includes  also 
the  question  of  damages,  which  are  to  be  considered  for 
this  purpose  as  a  matter  in  issue  between  the  parties. 
Here  part  of  the  amount  claimed  and  recovered  by  the 
plaintiff  was  paid  in  Middlesex,  and  that  payment  was  good 
evidence  on  the  question  whether  the  sum  claimed  was  a 
reasonable  amount  or  not.  If  the  case  had  stood  merely 
on  the  letter,  I  should  have  had  considerable  doubt. 

GuRNEV,  B,,  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  What  the  plain* 

tiff  has  to  shew  is,  the  reasonable  expenses  which  he  is 

liable  to  pay  for  the  keep.     It  is  cogent  evidence  of  that, 

to  shew  what  he  actually  did  pay. 

Rule  discharged. 


Doe  d,  Bennett  v.  Turner. 

Where  A.,  in  iV.T  the  trial  of  this  ejectment,  at  the  last  assises  for  the 
posaeuion  of*  °  county  of  Gloucester,  before  Parke,  B.,  it  appeared  that 

lands  M  tenant 
at  will ;  and  in 

1827,  A.  entered  upon  the  land  without  B.'s  consent,  and  cut  and  carried  away  stone  there- 
from : — Hetd^  that  this  entry  amounted  to  a  determination  of  the  estate  at  will ;  and  that  B. 
thenceforth  became  tenant  at  sufferance,  until,  by  agreement  express  or  implied,  a  new  tenancy 
was  created  between  the  parties :  and  therefore,  that  unless  the  fiict  of  such  new  tenancy  were 
found  by  the  jury,  an  ijectment  brought  by  A.  in  1839  was  too  late,  inasmuch  as,  by  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Will.  4|  c.  27,  s.  7,  his  right  of  action  fint  accrued  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  after  the 
commencement  of  the  original  tenancy  at  will,  i.  e.  in  the  year  1818. 
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the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  admitted  to  have  been  Bxeh,  of  Pleat, 
in  the  year  1817  the  owner  of  the  lands  in  question,  in  that  ^  ^^^' 
year  let  the  defendant  into  possession  of  them  as  tenant  at 
will.  In  the  year  1827,  the  defendant  being  still  in  posses- 
don,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  land,  and 
took  and  carried  away  a  quantity  of  stone  from  a  quarry  on 
the  estate.  The  defendant,  however,  continued  in  possession 
as  before,  until  the  year  1839,  when  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  after  the  expiration  of  six  months'  notice  to  quit, 
brought  this  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty. It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
action  was  brought  too  late,  the  right  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  having  been,  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  8  &  4 
WilL  4,  c.  27,  ss.  2  &  7,  barred  at  the  expiration  of  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  commencement  of  the  original  tenancy 
in  1817.  The  learned  Judge,  however,  thought  that  the  ori- 
ginal tenancy  at  will  was  determined  by  the  entry  in  1827, 
if  it  was  without  the  tenant's  consent ;  that  a  new  tenancy 
at  will  was  then  created,  and  that,  consequently,  the  eject- 
ment was  well  brought  within  twenty-one  years  from  that 
period.  It  was  then  objected  that  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
cluded, by  his  having  given  a  notice  to  quit,  from  treating 
it  as  other  than  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year.  The  learned 
Judge  thought  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  con- 
cluded thereby,  and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether 
the  defendant  was  tenant  at  will,  or  from  year  to  year ; 
and  next,  whether  the  act  done  by  the  plaintiff  in  1827 
was  or  was  not  done  with  the  consent  of  the  defendant. 
l%e  jury  found  that  the  defendant  was  tenant  at  will,  and 
that  the  entry  in  1827  was  without  his  consent,  and  the 
verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  commencement  of  this  term,  Kelly  obtained  a 
nde  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection ; 
against  which,  on  a  subsequent  day, 

VOL.  VII.  »  M.  w. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  The  Attorney -General,  Ludlow,  Serjt.,  W.  J.  Alexander, 
_  *  .  and  Talbot,  shewed  cause. — ^The  question  is,  whether,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is 
barred  hj  lapse  of  time  from  recoyering  in  this  ejectment. 
It  is  admitted  that  the  original  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant, from  1817  to  1827,  was  as  tenant  at  will.  Nor  can 
it  be  disputed  that  that  tenancy  at  will  was  determined 
bj  the  entry  of  the  lessor'  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  taking 
and  carrying  away  of  the  stone,  in  1827.  It  is  clearly 
laid  down  in  Co.  Litt.  55.  b,  that  "  if  the  lessor,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  lessee,  enter  into  the  land,  and 
cut  down  a  tree,  this  is  a  determination  of  the  wiU, 
for  that  it  should  otherwise  be  a  wrong  in  him ;  unless 
the  trees  were  excepted,  and  then  it  is  no  determinatioii 
of  the  will,  for  then  the  act  is  lawful  albeit  the  will  doth 
continue.'^  So,  in  Ball  v.  Cullimore{a),  it  was  held  that 
a  feoffment  by  lessor,  with  livery  of  seisin  on  the  land, 
operates  as  a  determination  of  the  will,  although  the 
tenant  at  will  be  off  the  land  at  the  time  when  the 
livery  is  made,  and  have  no  notice  of  the  determination  of 
the  will.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  there  lays  it  down  as 
the  general  rule  of  law,  that  any  act  done  upon  the  land 
by  the  lessor,  in  assertion  of  his  title  to  the  possession, 
determines  the  will.  The  length  of  time  during  which 
the  lessor  continues  in  possession  is  immaterial;  having 
actually  entered,  the  pre-existing  estate  at  will  is  abso- 
lutely determined,  and  the  occupation  *  of  the  party  is 
thenceforward  under  a  new  tenancy  at  will.  Under  these 
circumstances,  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  is  clearly 
no  bar.  The  second  section  of  that  statute  enacts,  gene- 
rally, that  after  the  81st  of  December,  1883,  no  person 
shall  make  an  entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an  action  to 
recover  any  land  or  rent,  but  within  twenty  years  next 
after  the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry  or 

(a)  2  C,  M.  &  R.  120. 
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distress^  or  to  bring  such  action^  shall  have  first  accrued  to  Exeh.  qf  PUas, 
the  party,  or  to  some  person  through  whom  he  claims.  ^  ^^^' 
Then  section  7  defines  the  period  at  which  the  right  to 
bring  an  action  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued,  in 
the  case  of  a  tenancy  at  will ;  viz.,  "  either  at  the  deter- 
mination of  such  tenancy,  or  at  the  expiration  of  one  year 
next  after  the  commencement  of  such  tenancy,  at  which 
time  such  tenancy  shall  be  deemed  to  have  determined.^' 
That  is,  if  the  will  be  determined  by  any  act  of  the  lessor, 
then  the  twenty  years  shall  be  computed  from  that  act 
done ;  if  not,  then  they  shall  be  computed  from  the  expi- 
ration of  one  year  next  after  the  original  commencement 
of  the  tenancy.  Here  the  will  was  determined  by  the 
entry  of  the  lessor  in  1827,  and  he  then  re-demised  to  the 
defendant  at  will;  he  has,  therefore,  twenty-one  years 
from  that  period  in  which  to  bring  his  ejectment.  The 
argument  on  the  other  side  must  go  to  this,  that  the  fact 
of  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  in  1827  must  be 
struck  out  of  the  case,  and  that  there  has  been  a  conti- 
imous  holding  by  the  defendant  since  his  first  period  of 
poasesaion  in  1817,  from  which  date  the  time  is  to  be  com- 
puted. But  in  order  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  lessor, 
there  must  have  been,  not  only  a  continuous  holding,  but 
a  continuous  tenanqf  at  wiU,  for  twenty -one  years.  Here, 
however,  there  has  been,  within  twenty  years,  not  only  an 
interval  during  which  the  tenancy  at  will  was  suspended, 
but  an  actual  change  of  the  possession.  [RoJfe,  B. — It 
does  not  seem  to  be  necessary  to  decide  whether  the  de- 
fendant continued  to  be  tenarU  at  will  after  1827;  if  he 
were  a  trespasser,  or  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  it  is  the 
same.  Parke,  B.,  referred  to  section  10,  which  enacts, 
that  no  person  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  in  possession 
of  any  land,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  merely  by  rea- 
son of  having  made  an  entry  thereon.]  That  was  to  do 
avay  with  the  old  doctrine  of  entry  and  continual  claim, 

a2 
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eft.  fif  p/foff,  but  has  no  application  to  the  7th  section^  in  which  nothing 
is  said  about  being  in  possession  of  the  land. 

KeUyy  R.  V.  Richards,  and  Gray,  contra. — In  the  first 
place,  it  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whe- 
ther the  entry  in  1827  was  made  with  an  intention  to 
determine  the  tenancy  at  will.  The  law  does  not  say 
that  every  entry  on  the  land  by  the  lessor  is  a  determina- 
tion of  the  will,  without  an  intention  on  his  part  to  deter- 
mine it.  The  assent  or  dissent  of  the  lessee  makes  no 
difference ;  otherwise  the  lessor  could  not  go  on  the  land 
at  all  without  the  assent  of  the  tenant.  The  law  prevents 
the  lessor  from  being  a  trespasser  by  going  upon  the  land; 
but,  although  it  is  commonly  said  that  his  entry  on  the 
land  determines  the  will,  that  must  be  taken  sub  modo, 
when  the  entry  is  made  with  the  intention  to  determine  it. 
\_Parke,  B. — Any  act  of  ownership  on  the  land  which  is 
not  excused  at  the  time,  is  a  determination  of  the  will : 
Co.  Litt.  245.  b.]  The  lessor  has  a  right  to  say,  rather 
than  be  treated  as  a  trespasser,  that  he  entered  to  deter- 
mine the  will;  but  that  is  only  in  case  the  tenant  chooses 
to  treat  him  as  a  trespasser.  It  was  not  found  that  the 
taking  of  the  stone  in  1827  was  against  the  consent,  but 
without  the  consent,  of  the  defendant ;  i.  e.,  without  his 
first  consenting.  That  did  not  necessarily  shew  that  it 
was  an  adverse  act.  There  was  nothing  to  convey  to  his 
mind  that  anything  was  done  or  intended  to  be  done  to 
the  disturbance  of  his  possession. 

But,  assuming  that  the  original  tenancy  at  will  was  de- 
termined in  1827,  it  was  not  a  new  tenancy  at  will  that 
was  then  created,  but  the  defendant  became  tenant  at 
sufferance,  and  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  the  char- 
acter of  his  occupation  was  subsequently  changed.  If  so, 
the  statute  ran  from  the  expiration  of  a  year  after  the 
commencement  of  the  only  tenancy  at  will,  viz.,  that  which 
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commenced  in  1817.  In  Com.  Dig.  Estates,  (Tenant  by  EjccH,  rf  pieas, 
Sofferance,  I.  1),  it  is  said,  "  Tenant  by  sufferance  is  he  ^  ^^^' 
vho  enters  by  lawful  demise  or  title,  and  afterwards 
wrongfully  continues  in  possession.^' ..."  So  any,  who 
continues  in  possession  after  a  particular  estate  is  ended, 
without  agreement.*'  So,  in  Vin.  Abr.  Estate,  (Tenant  at 
Sufferance,  D.  c),  "  K  a  man  leases  at  will  and  dies,  and 
afterwards  lessee  continues  in  possession,  though  the  lease 
was  determined  by  the  death  of  the  lessor,  yet  lessee  is  tenant 
at  sufferance.''  Again,  (Lease  at  Will,  S.  b.  2),  "There 
cannot  be  tenant  at  will  till  there  is  agreement  of  both 
parties,  or  till  there  is  an  entry."  For  this  reason  it  is 
that  there  cannot  be  a  tenant  at  sufferance  to  the  Crown, 
because  it  is  said  to  be  the  laches  of  the  lessor  to  suffer  his 
lessee  at  sufferance  to  continue  in  possession  of  the  land 
after  his  term,  which  laches  cannot  be  imputed  to  the 
Crown :  Finch's  case  {a).  Even  "  a  bare  agreement  that 
J.  S.  shall  have  the  land,"  will  not  amount  to  a  lease  at 
will :  Munifas  v.  Baker  {b) :  there  must  be  some  act  done 
between  the  parties,  in  order  to  commence  a  tenancy  at 
win.  [Parke,  B. — Conceding  that  to  be  the  law,  and  that 
here  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  new  tenancy  at  will,  the 
question  is,  what  effect  that  has  on  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover.  That  depends  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on 
the  7th  section  of  the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27.]  Here  the  de- 
fendant  was  tenant  at  will  from  1817  to  1827,  and  no 
longer;  he  was,  therefore,  within  the  operation  of  the  7th 
section,  and  the  right  of  entry  or  action  accrued  in  1818 ; 
because,  to  satisfy  the  words  of  that  section,  the  deter- 
mination of  the  tenancy  at  will  must  be  deemed  to  have 
occurred  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  next  after  its  com- 
mencement. The  lessor,  for  the  purpose  of  the  limitation 
imposed  by  the  statute,  is  at  all  events  to  be  considered 
as  having  entered  at  the  end  of  a  year.    If  it  be  otherwise, 

(a)  2  Leon.  143.  (b)  Keb.  26. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  then,  by  some  act  of  which  the  tenant  is  altogether  igno« 
^^"'  rant,  the  lessor  may  have  a  period  of  forty  instead  of 
twenty  years  within  which  to  sae,  and  that  without  any 
evidence  of  acknowledgment  of  his  title.  The  7th  section 
was  framed  chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  pos- 
session of  small  patches  of  land  taken  firom  commons,  &c., 
of  which  the  parties  might  have  been  allowed  to  remain  in 
possession  without  interruption  for  a  long  period,  but  of 
which  it  would  be  difScult  to  prove  the  commencement  of 
the  holding.  The  reasonable  construction,  therefore,  is, 
that  in  any  event  the  right  of  action  shall  accrae  ultimately 
at  the  end  of  a  year  firom  the  commencement  of  the  tenancy, 
though  it  may  accrue  sooner  by  the  actual  determination 
of  the  will.  This  construction  is  strengthened  by  refer- 
ence to  the  8th  section,  which,  in  the  case  of  a  parol 
tenancy  firom  year  to  year,  provides  that  the  right  of  the 
party  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued  at  the  deter- 
mination of  the  first  of  such  years,  or  at  the  last  payment 
of  rent,  which  shall  last  happen.  Here,  therefore,  the 
right  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  first  accrued  in  the  year 
1818,  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action. 

Cur.  adv.  viilt. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time  firom 
recovering  the  property  in  dispute.  It  appeared  on  the 
trial,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  let  the  defendant 
into  possession  of  the  land  in  question,  as  tenant  at  will,  in 
the  year  1817.  In  the  year  1827,  he  entered  on  the  land 
without  the  consent  of  the  tenant,  and  cut  and  carried 
away  stone  therefrom.  This  was  imdoubtedly  a  determin- 
ation of  the  tenancy  at  will,  for  the  reason  given  in 
Co.  Litt.  55.  b.,  viz.,  that  otherwise  it  would  be  a  wrongful 
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act.  NotwithiBtanding  this  determination  of  the  tenancy  Exeh,  rf  PUas, 
at  will,  the  defendant  continued  in  possession  of  the  land 
as  before,  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  did  not  bring  his 
ejectment  till  the  year  1839,  being  twenty-two  years  firom 
the  time  when  the  defendant  first  became  tenant  at  will. 
The  jury  fonnd,  that  during  the  whole  period  from  1817  to 
the  bringing  of  the  action,  the  defendant  was  tenant  at  will 
to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was  contended  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  action  was  brought  too  late, 
for  that  the  right  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  barred 
at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years  after  the  commencement 
of  the  original  tenancy  in  1817.  By  the  2nd  section  of  that ' 
statute  it  is  enacted,  that  no  person  shall  bring  any  action 
to  recover  any  land,  but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the 
right  to  bring  such  action  shall  first  have  accrued ;  and  by 
the  7th  section  it  is  enacted,  that  when  any  person  shall 
be  in  possession  of  any  land  as  tenant  at  will,  the  right  of 
the  person  entitled,  subject  thereto,  to  bring  an  action  to 
recover  such  land,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued, 
eiiher  at  the  determination  of  such  tenancy,  or  at  the  ex- 
piration of  one  year  next  after  the  commencement  of  such 
tenancy,  at  which  time  such  tenancy  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  determined.  The  defendant  therefore  argued,  that 
the  right  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  bring  his  action 
first  accrued,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  7th  section, 
in  the  year  1818,  being  one  year  after  the  commencement 
of  the  tenancy ;  and  that  by  the  express  enactment  of  the 
second  section,  the  action  could  only  be  commenced  within 
twenty  years  of  that  time,  i.  e.,  in  or  before  the  year  1838 ; 
whereas  in  fact  the  present  action  was  not  commenced  till 
the  following  year,  1889.  It  appears,  however,  to  the 
Court,  that  this  view  of  the  case,  attending  to  the  finding 
of  the  jury,  and  if  that  be  correct,  and  a  new  tenancy  at 
vill  was  created  in  1827,  cannot  be  sustained.  If,  indeed, 
the  tenancy  throughout  the  whole  period  had  been  one 
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fire*,  of  pieatt  continuous  tenancy  at  will,  or  if,  when  the  original  tenancy 

at  will  was  determined  in  1827,  no  new  tenancy  at  wiU 
had  been  created,  bnt  the  tenant  had  continued  to  occupy 
merely  as  tenant  by  sufferance,  then  the  reasoning  of  the 
defendant  would  be  correct.  In  either  of  those  cases,  the 
right  to  bring  an  action,  which,  by  the  express  provision  of 
the  7th  section,  undoubtedly  accrued  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  1818,  would  have  continued  uninterrupted 
during  the  succeeding  twenty  years,  and  not  having  been 
exercised  during  that  period,  would  have  been  barred.  But 
the  facts  of  the  present  case,  if  the  finding  of  the  jury  be 
taken  to  be  correct,  exclude  both  hypotheses,  on  one  or 
the  other  of  which  the  defendant's  argument  must  rest. 
There  was  not  a  continued  tenancy  at  will,  for  the  will  was 
determined  in  1827.  There  was  not  a  tenancy  by  suffer- 
ance, for  the  jury  have  found  that  the  defendant  was  all 
along  tenant  at  will.  The  finding  of  the  jury  necessarily 
supposes,  that,  after  the  determination  of  the  will  in  1827, 
a  new  tenancy  at  will  was  constituted.  The  effect  of  this 
was  to  destroy  the  right  of  action  which  had  accrued  in 
1818,  for  it  is  clear  that  after  creating  a  new  tenancy  at 
will,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  could  bring  no  action  until 
that  new  tenancy  was  determined.  This  construction  is  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  language  of  the  7th  section, 
which  provides  that  the  right  of  action  shall  accrue  at  the 
end  of  the  first  year  next  after  the  commencement  of  such 
tenancy ;  i.  e.,  of  the  tenancy  under  which  the  tenant  is 
actually  holding,  not  at  the  end  of  one  year  next  after  the 
commencement  of  any  preceding  tenancy.  The  conse- 
quence is,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  twenty  yean 
from  the  year  1826,  for  bringing  his  ejectment,  and  was 
therefore  not  affected  by  the  statute.  But  we  think  that 
the  present  finding  of  the  jury  cannot  be  fully  relied  upon. 
I  certainly  did  not  direct  the  attention  of  the  jury,  on 
the  trial,  to  this  point — that  the  effect  of  a  determination 
of  the  will  was  to  make  a  tenancy  by  sufferance  only. 


MICHABLMA8  TEBM^  4  TICT.  336 

during  which  the  landlord  might  have  brought  his  eject-  ^c^-  »/  Pi^a't 
ment  without  any  demand  of  possession^  or  other  act ;  and 
such  tenancy  at  sufferance  would  continue  until  the  par- 
ties created  a  new  tenancy  at  will^  by  fresh  agreement  be- 
tween them^  express  or  implied.  Slight  evidence  would 
probably  satisfy  a  jury  that  a  relation  so  inconvenient  as 
that  of  a  tenancy  by  sufferance^  in  which  the  tenant  is 
not  entitled  to  the  fruits  of  his  own  industry^  as  he  has  no 
right  to  emblements  {a),  would  not  be  long  continued.  But 
as  this  point  was  not  submitted  to  the  jury,  we  think  the 
defendant,  if  he  thinks  it  worth  while  to  insist  upon  it,  is 
entitled  to  a  new  trial,  in  which  the  question  for  the  jury 
will  be,  whether  a  new  tenancy  at  will  was  created,  after 
the  determination  of  the  old  one  in  1827. 

Bule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

(a)  Vin.  Abr.  Emblementf,  79. 


Bloor  v.  Davies  and  Bloor. 

UeBT  on  bond,  in  the  penal  sum  of  £2000,  brought  In  an  action  of 
against  the  defendants  as  the  devisee  and  heir  of  Thomas  devUee  on'a  ^ 
Bloor,   deceased.      Plea,   by  the  defendant  Davies,  non  5>ondofh»J"- 

'  f       *f  '  tator,  in  which 

est  factum :  by  the  defendant  Bloor,  ricns  per  descent,  the  question  is 

At  the  trial  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  Denbighshire  Sum-  signature  of  the 

mer  Assizes.  1839,  the  defence  on  the  part  of  the  de-  fo J^"?/ ^r  not, 

fendant  Danes,  the  devisee,  was  that  the  signature  of  *  p^^y  emi- 

.        tied,  under  the 

the  testator  to  the  bond  was  a  forgery.      Many  wit-  testator's  win, 
nesses  were  called  on  both  sides  to  speak  to  their  know-  char"ged  on  his 
ledge  of  the  handwriting,  and  among  those  called  for  '•■^  ^•'■^«» " 
the  defendant  was  a  grand -daughter  of  the  testator,  who  tent  witness  for 
stated  on  the  voir  dire  that  she  was  entitled  under  his 
will  to  an   annuity  of  £10  for  her  life,  charged   upon 
his  real  property  (which  it  appeared  was  of  consider- 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  able  value).  The  witness  was  thereupon  objected  to  as 
1840.  being  incompetent,  by  reason  of  her  interest  to  prevent 
the  funds  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity  firom 
being  diminished  by  the  plaintiff's  obtaining  judgment  in 
this  action :  and  the  learned  Judge  (after  referring  to  the 
Stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  47,  s.  2,)  being  of  that  opinion,  rejected  the 
witness.     A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff^ — 

TVelsby,  in  the  following  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
ought  to  have  been  received : — ^relying  on  NoweU  v.  Dor 
vies  {a).     In  last  Easter  Term, 

Jervis  and  W.  Yardley  shewed  cause. — ^The  witness  was 
properly  rejected.  The  case  of  NoweU  v.  Dames,  upon 
which  the  defendant  relies,  appears  to  have  been  decided 
altogether  upon  the  supposed  authority  of  PauU  v.  Brown  (6), 
from  which  Lord  Denman  says  '^  there  is  no  distinguish- 
ing it :''  and  no  other  reasons  are  given  for  the  decision. 
Paull  V.  Brown  was  an  action  by  an  executor  for  a  debt  due 
to  the  intestate,  and  a  creditor  of  the  intestate  was  held 
to  be  a  good  witness  for  the  executor  to  prove  the  debt, 
on  the  ground,  as  stated  by  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  that  it  was 
not  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  an  action  by  the 
intestate  himself,  for  whom  his  creditor  would  clearly 
have  been  a  witness.  NoweU  v.  Dames,  on  the  other  hand, 
was  an  action  against  executors  for  a  debt  of  the  tes- 
tator, in  which  an  annuitant  under  the  will  was  held  not 
to  be  disqualified  by  interest  from  giving  evidence  for 
the  executors.  But  supposing  the  authority  of  PauU  v. 
Brotvn  to  have  been  applicable,  it  may  be  questioned 
whether  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  be 
a  sound  one.  After  the  death  of  the  testator  or  intestate, 
the  creditor  has  nothing  further  to  look  to  than  the  speci- 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  368.  (6)  6  Esp.  34. 
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fic  limited  fond  of  which  the  estate  consists,  which  cannot  Sxeh.  of  PUat, 
be  altered  by  futnre  circamstances,  and  which  he  comes  ^ ,  ^°^^' 
to  increase  by  his  evidence ;  but  that  is  not  the  case  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  debtor — his  estate  is  fluctuating  until 
his  death.  It  may  well  be  doubted,  therefore,  whether 
Nowett  V.  Davies  was  well  decided.  It  is  further  to  be 
obsenred,  that  in  that  case  it  did  not  appear  whether  the 
annuity  was  charged  on  the  real  or  personal  estate.  [Lord 
Abmger,  C.  B. — It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any 
real  estate.]  There  are  also  some  other  authorities 
which  will  probably  be  referred  to  on  the  other  side,  but 
they  all  appear  to  be  distinguishable  from  the  present. 
In  Carter  v.  Pearce  (a),  which  was  an  action  against  an 
administratrix  for  work  and  labour,  &c.,  a  co-obligor  in 
a  bond  to  the  ordinary,  under  the  22  &  28  Car.  2,  c.  10, 
was  held  a  competent  witness  to  prove  a  tender  by 
the  administratrix:  and  the  Court  said,  that  even  if 
a  creditor  of  the  administratrix  had  been  offered  as  a 
witness,  there  could  have  been  no  objection  to  his  evi- 
dence being  received.  Bailer,  J.,  said,  that  in  order  to 
shew  the  witness  to  be  interested,  it  was  necessary  to 
prove  that  he  must  derive  a  certain  benefit  from  the  deter- 
mination of  the  cause  one  way  or  the  other;  whereas, 
supposing  there  were  no  assets,  though  the  defendant 
would  be  answerable  for  the  costs,  she  would  not  be  liable 
on  her  bond  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  In  Davies  v. 
Dames  (i),  Parke,  J.,  ruled,  that  on  a  plea  of  plene  admi- 
nistravit  to  an  action  against  an  administratrix,  an  unsa- 
tisfied creditor  of  the  intestate  was  a  competent  witness  for 
the  defendant:  putting  it  on  the  same  ground  as  in  Patdl  v. 
Brown,  that  he  would  have  been  a  competent  witness  for  the 
intestate,  if  alive,  and  that  there  was  no  ground  of  distinc- 
tion between  the  cases.  This  question  was  raised  also  in 
the  case  of  Burghart  v.  Hall  (c),  but  the  Court  gave  no 

(a)  1  T.  R.  164.         (6)  Moo.  &  M.  345.        (c)  4  M.  &  W.  727. 
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Exeh,  of  PUat,  judgment  upon  it.     On  the  other  hand,  in  Craig  v.  Cun- 

dell  (a),  Lord  Ellenborough  ruled,  that,  in  an  action  at  the 
suit  of  an  executor  or  administrator,  if  the  estate  were  in- 
solvent, an  unsatisfied  creditor  was  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff,  as  he  came  to  create  a  fund  out  of 
which  he  might  be  satisfied.  In  Baker  y.  Tyrwhitt  (A), 
the  same  learned  Judge  held,  that  in  an  action  by  an  exe- 
cutor, the  residuary  legatee  was  not  a  competent  witness 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  could  not  be  made  so  even 
by  releasing  all  claim  to  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered, 
having  still  an  interest  to  support  the  action,  that  the 
costs  might  not  be  a  charge  upon  the  estate.  So,  in 
Allington  v.  Bearcroft  (c),  and  in  Matthews  v.  Smith  {d),  a 
party  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  an  intestate^s  estate 
was  held  not  to  be  a  competent  witness  in  support  of  an 
action  by  the  administrator.  The  present  case,  in  fact, 
falls  entirely  within  the  principle  which  excludes  the 
creditor  of  a  bankrupt  from  giving  evidence  to  support 
a  claim  by  the  assignees,  because  he  comes  to  increase 
the  fund  out  of  which  his  dividend  is  to  arise.  [Lord 
Abinffer,  C.  B. — There  the  law  assumes  that  there  are 
not  funds  to  pay  all  the  debts.]  The  Court  will  not  in- 
quire whether  the  estate  be  insolvent  or  not,  in  deter- 
mining the  question  as  to  the  competency  of  the  witness. 
In  Nowell  v.  Davies,  Parke,  J.,  says,  "  It  is  difficult  to  see 
how  the  solvency  of  the  estate  could  make  any  alteration 
as  to  the  competency  of  the  witness.^' 

But,  further,  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  47,  s.  2,  which  pro- 
vides that  all  wills,  &c.  concerning  lands,  shall  be  deemed, 
as  against  persons  with  whom  the  testator  shall  have  en- 
tered into  any  bond,  covenant,  or  specialty,  binding  his 
heirs,  to  be  fraudulent  and  utterly  void,  clearly  had  the 
effect  of  making  this  witness  incompetent;  because  she 


(a)  1  Campb.  381.  (r)  Peake's  Add.  Cas.  212. 

{b)  4  Campb.  27.  {d)  2  Y.  &  J.  426. 
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came  to  shew^  in  effect^  that  this  will  is  a  good  disposition  Exek,  of  PUas, 
notwithstanding  the  statute^  by  shewing  that  the  bond  on     ^   ^^^* 
which  the  plaintiff  sues  is  not  a  genuine  instrument.     If 
the  bond  be  established^  the  will  is  Toid  as  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  will  have  execution  against  the  land  itself^ 
out  of  which  the  witness's  annuity  is  payable. 

Welsby,  contra. — It  may  be  admitted  that  there  is  no 
distinction  in  principle,  as  to  the  competency  of  the  wit- 
ness, whether  the  estate  be  solvent  or  insolvent ;  because 
otherwise  the  Court  would  be  compelled,  on  every  inquiry 
into  the  competency  of  a  creditor  or  legatee,  to  take  an 
account  of  the  assets,  which  would  lead  to  collateral  inqui- 
ries almost  interminable.  But  the  case  of  a  bankrupt  dif- 
fers in  this  respect  from  that  of  a  party  interested  under  a 
will,  that  there  there  is  an  assumed  insolvency :  the  credi- 
tor or  bankrupt  necessarily  comes  to  benefit  himself.  No 
such  assumption  will  be  made  in  the  case  of  a  creditor 
or  legatee  under  a  will.  In  Clarke  v.  Gannon  (a),  where 
Lord  Tenierden  ruled,  that  in  an  action  by  executors  for  a 
debt  due  to  the  testator,  a  paid  legatee  was  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  urged  that  be  was  inad- 
missible, inasmuch  as  he  would  be  obliged  to  refund  in 
case  the  estate  should  turn  out  to  be  deficient ;  but  the 
learned  Judge  said  that  he  could  not  assume  that  there 
was  no  other  estate  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts.  The 
cases  referred  to  on  the  other  side  are  distinguishable,  or 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  overruled  by  NoweU  v.  Davies, 
Baker  v.  Tyrwhitt  was  the  case  of  a  residuary  legatee.  A 
verdict  for  the  executor  would  necessarily  increase  the  re- 
sidue ;  he  stood,  therefore,  in  a  similar  position  to  that  of 
the  creditor  of  a  bankrupt.  The  same  observation  applies 
to  the  cases  of  parties  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  an 
intestate's  estate.  Craig  v.  Cundell  was  decided  on  the 
ground  of  the  insolvency  of  the  estate ;  and  Parke,  B.,  in 

(a)  Ry.  &  M.  N.  P.  C.  31. 
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E^eh,  of  PkM,  Davies  y.  Davies,  treats  the  dictum  of  Lord  EUenboraugh 
V  ^  '^  in  that  case  as  not  being  maintainable.  Nowdl  v.  Dame» 
Bloor  appears  to  be  directly  in  point  to  the  present  case.  But  it  is 
Davies.  said  that  that  decision  is  imsatisfactorj^  because  it  proceeds^ 
according  to  the  language  of  Lord  Denman  in  giving  judg- 
ment^ altogether  on  the  authority  of  PauU  v.  Brown.  Even^ 
however^  if  the  language  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  may  be 
considered  open  to  observation,  the  decision  itself,  which 
was  pronounced  after  a  full  argument,  and  time  taken  for 
consideration,  must  be  taken  as  the  deliberate  judgment 
of  the  whole  Court  in  favour  of  the  competency  of  the  wit- 
ness. The  Courts  have  of  late  adopted  a  much  less  nar* 
row  view  of  this  subject  than  formerly ;  and  it  is  not  con- 
sidered sufficient  to  disqualify  a  witness,  that  he  will  derive 
a  great,  probable,  or  even  a  certain  benefit  from  the  verdict; 
it  must  appear  that  some  legal  or  equitable  right  of  his  will 
be  affected  thereby.  In  the  case  of  Bwrghari  v.  HaU^  this 
Court,  in  the  first  instance,  refused  the  rule  moved  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  the  incompetency  of  the 
legatee;  and  although  it  was  afterwards  granted,  it  was 
with  a  strong  intimation  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court  against 
the  objection.  In  Doe  d.  Wildffoose  v.  Pearce  (a),  which 
was  an  ejectment  by  a  party  claiming  an  undivided  interest 
in  an  estate  under  a  will,  the  question  in  the  cause  being 
the  competency  of  the  testator,  a  party  claiming  another 
undivided  interest  in  the  same  estate,  under  the  same  will, 
was  held  to  be  a  competent  witness  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  result  of  the  yerdict 
would  not  affect  his  rights ;  although  he  had  doubtless  the 
strongest  possible  interest  in  establishing  the  validity  of 
the  will.  [Parke,  B. — In  that  case  of  NoweU  v.  Dorief, 
time  was  taken  for  consideration;  and  having  been  a 
party  to  the  deliberation  of  the  Court,  I  may  say,  that 
I  believe  the  reason  for  the  judgment  was, — ^at  least  so  far 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  506. 
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as  I  was  a  part]^  my  reason  certainly  was, — that  a  verdict  Exck,  of  pieat, 
for  the  defendant  conld  not  be  used  by  the  witness,  nor  a 
Terdict  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  witness,  in  a  suit  be- 
tween that  witness  and  the  executor,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  res  inter  alios  acta.  But  I  was  afterwards  satisfied 
that  this  was  wrong;  because  a  verdict  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  admissible  evidence  for  the 
executor,  to  prove  a  debt  to  that  amount,  and  discharge 
the  executor  pro  tanto,  in  a  suit  between  him  and  the 
legatee,  unless  the  verdict  and  judgment  had  been  im- 
peached on  the  ground  of  fraud :  and  I  so  stated  on  the 
ai^ument  oi  the  case  of  Burghart  v.  Hall.  The  judgment, 
therefore,  in  Nawell  v.  Davies,  so  far  at  least  as  related  to 
myself,  proceeded  on  an  untenable  ground.  The  statute 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  26,  which  passed  afterwards,  re- 
moved this  objection,  by  putting  an  end  to  the  incompe- 
tency of  a  witness,  on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  being 
evidence  against  him.  But  Sir  William  Follett  contended, 
and,  as  I  thought,  rightly  contended,  in  the  case  of  East 
T.  HaU  (a),  that  the  legatee  was  not  incompetent  simply 
(m  the  ground  of  the  admissibility  of  the  verdict;  but  that 
he  was  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  as  having  an  in- 
terest in  the  fiind  itself,  in  the  hands  of  the  executor, 
whidi  would  be  directly  affected  by  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff: and  this  consideration  escaped  attention,  so  far  at 
least  as  I  was  concerned,  in  the  case  of  Nowell  v.  Davies,'] 
At  all  events,  there  having  been  no  decision  of  the  Court 
against  the  competency  of  a  witness  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  question  is  still  open  to  consideration,  and  it 
must  be  admitted  to  be  one  of  considerable  importance. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether,  this  being  a 
devise  of  an  annuity  issuing  out  of  the  real  estate,  the 
case  is  affected  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  1  Will.  4, 
c.  47,  8. 2.     That  statute  only  makes  the  will  void  pro 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  727,  n. 
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:h.  of  Pleat,  tauto^  as  against  the  specialty  creditor ;  Imt  the  devisee  is 
still  entitled  in  equity  to  reimburse  himself  out  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  unless  creditors  would  be  prejudiced  there- 
by (a).  Here  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  there  was  not 
an  ample  fund,  both  real  and  personal,  after  the  satis&c- 
tion  of  the  debt  on  this  bond;  and  the  Court  will  not 
assume  the  contrary. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deliyered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  was  a  case  in  which  a  rule 
was  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  rejection 
of  a  witness,  under  circumstances  which  appeared  at  first 
sight  to  be  similar  to  those  of  a  case  decided  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  NoweU  y.  Davies.  That  was  an  action  against 
executors  for  a  debt  of  their  testator,  and  an  annuitant 
under  the  will  was  held  to  be  a  good  witness  for  the 
executors.  But  the  present  case  was  that  of  an  action  by 
a  bond  creditor  of  the  testator  against  the  devisee  of  his 
real  estate,  in  which  the  object  of  the  plaintiff  is  to  have 
execution  against  the  real  estate,  out  of  which  same  estate 
an  annuity  is  payable  to  the  witness  under  the  will.  The 
witness,  therefore,  was  directly  interested,  for  the  object 
of  her  evidence  was  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  recovering 
against  the  very  estate  devised  for  payment  of  her  annuity. 
She  had  a  direct  interest  in  the  result  of  the  suit,  not  at  all 
depending  upon  the  question  involved  in  the  case  of  Nowdl 
V.  Davies;  and  the  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged^ 
without  reference  to  the  authority  of  that  case,  or  of  the 
other  cases  referred  to,  upon  which  we  say  nothing. 

Rule  discharged. 

'^  -*'^.  Williams  on  Executors  r2nd  edit).  1206 
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E*ch,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


The  Great  North  of  England  Railway  Company  v. 

BiDDULPH. 


Dj 


■£BT  for  calls  on  shares  subscribed  for  by  the  defend-  in  an  action  by 
ant.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  Ji!,y VoJ^caC" 
whereas  the  defendant,  before  the  several  times  of  makine:  ^^®  declaration 

.  .  ®   alleged  that 

the  several  calls  in  this  count,  and  in  the  second  count  "  the  defendant 

hereafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  subscribed  for  a  large  urge'sum  of'  * 

sum  of  money,  to  wit,  £5000,  towards  the  undertaking  ^^J^*  \l^l^'^^ 

mentioned  in  the  said  act  (a),  [6  4  7  Will.  4,  c.  cv.],  and  the  undertak- 
ing mentioned 
in  the  act,"  &c. 
The  Company 
were  empowered  by  the  3rd  section  of  the  act  to  raise  a  million  of  money  for  constructing  and 
maintaining  the  railway;  and  by  the  195th  section  it  appeared  that  j^'GtiOiOOO  had  been  sub- 
icribed  for  by  several  persons,  under  a  contract  binding  themselves  and  their  heirs,  before  the 
passing  of  the  act.     A  motion  having  been  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that 
the  declaration  should  have  alleged  a  subscription  by  deed: — Held,  that  the  declaration  was 
good  after  verdict 
SembU,  that  it  would  have  been  also  good  on  special  demurrer. 

By  the  121st  section,  the  directors  were  empowered  to  make  calls,  the  aggregate  amount 
not  to  exceed  iSlOO,  and  no  call  to  exceed  jSlO  upon  each  share,  and  an  interval  of  three  calen- 
dar months  was  to  elapse  between  the  days  of  payment  of  each  call.  It  also  required  that 
twenty-one  days'  notice  should  be  given  of  every  call,  by  advertisement  in  certain  newspapers, 
and  enacted  that  all  money  so  called  for  should  be  paid  to  such  persons,  at  such  times  and 
places,  as  in  the  said  notice  should  be  appointed.  A  resolution  of  the  directors  was  made  for  a 
call  of  ^8 per  share;  but  the  resolution,  although  it  mentioned  the  period  within  which  the  call 
was  to  be  paid,  did  not  specify  the  place  where,  or  person  to  whom,  the  payment  was  to  be 
made.  The  notice  of  that  call,  inserted  in  the  local  newspapers,  according  to  the  directions  of 
the  act,  specified  the  time  and  place  of  payment  and  the  persons  to  whom  the  payment  was  to 
be  nude : — Held,  first,  that  the  publication  of  the  notice  must  be  assumed  to  be  the  act  of  the 
directors ;  secondly,  that  the  call  was  properly  made. 

(a)    The  foUowing  sections  of  bered,  beginning  with  number  one, 

the  act  are  those  ivhich  were  most  in   arithmetical    progression,    and 

material  to  the  case : —  every  such  share  shall  be  distin- 

Section  3  enacts,  **  That  it  shall  guished  by  the  number  to  be  ap- 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Company  to  plied  to  the  same,  and  the  said 
raise  amongst  themselves  any  sum  shares  shall  be  and  are  hereby 
of  money  for  constructing  and  vested  in  the  several  parties  taking 
maintaining  the  said  railway  and  the  same,  and  their  several  and  re- 
other  works  by  this  act  authorized,  spective  successors,  executors,  ad- 
not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum  ministrators  and  assigns,  to  their 
of  one  million  pounds,  the  whole  to  proper  use  and  benefit,  proportion- 
be  divided  into  shares  of  £100  ably  to  the  sum  they  shall  severally 
each,  and  each  share  shall  be  num-  contribute,  and  all  corporations  and 

VOL.  VII.  S                                               M.  W. 
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£xch.  of  PUtu,  in  the  act  made  in  the  first 
1840. 


year  of  the  reign  of  her  pre- 
sent Majesty^  for  enabling  the  said  Company  to  extend 
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persons  and  their  several  and  re- 
spective successors,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  who  have 
subscribed,  or  shall  severally  sub- 
scribe for  any  such  share,  or  such 
sum  as  shall  be  demanded  in  lieu 
thereof,  towards  the  said  under- 
taking, and  other  the  purposes  of 
the  said  subscription,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  and  receive  in  proportion- 
able parts  according  to  the  respect- 
ive sums  so  by  them  respectively 
paid,  the  net  profits  and  advan- 
tages which  shall  arise  or  accrue 
from  or  by  the  rates,  tolls,  and  other 
sums  of  money  to  be  received  by 
the  said  Company,  as  and  when  the 
same  shall  be  divided  by  the  au- 
thority of  this  act." 

Section  100  enacts,  ''That  the 
directors  for  the  time  being  of  the 
said  Company  shall  superintend 
all  the  affairs  thereof,  and  shall 
have  the  custody  of  and  power  to 
use  the  common  seal  of  the  said 
Company  on  their  behalf,  and  shall 
have  full  power  and  authority  to 
do  all  acts  whatsoever  for  carr}'ing 
into  effect  the  purposes  of  this  act, 
and  for  the  management,  regula- 
tion, and  direction  of  the  affairs  of 
the  said  Company,  or  relative 
thereto,  which  the  said  Company 
are  by  this  act  authorized  to  do, 
except  such  as  are  herein  required 
and  directed  to  be  done  at  some  ge- 
neral or  general  special  meeting  of 
the  said  Company." — [Powers  are 
then  given  to  the  directors  to  appoint 
and  displace  officers  and  servants, 
and  to  allow  salaries,  &c.,  and  to 
meet  and  adjourn:  five  directors 


are  made  necessary  to  constitute  a 
meeting;  all  questions  are  to  be 
determined  by  a  majority  of  the 
members  present;  each  director 
is  to  have  but  one  vote,  except  the 
chairman,  who  is  to  have  a  casting 
vote;  and  the  directors  are  to 
<<  keep  a  regular  minute  and  entiy 
of  their  proceedings  at  every  meet- 
ing of  the  said  directors,*'  and  ac- 
count of  all  monies  disbursed  and 
received.  The  section  then  pro- 
ceeds] <'  and  shall  regularly  enter 
into  some  books  to  be  from  time  to 
time  provided  at  the  expense  of 
the  said  Company  for  that  purpose, 
notes,  minutes,  or  copies,  as  the 
case  shall  require,  of  such  appoint- 
ments, receipts,  and  disbursements, 
and  of  all  contracts  and  baigains 
entered  into  or  made  by  them,  and 
of  other  their  orders  and  proceed- 
ings, and  which  books  shall  be  de- 
posited with  and  kept  under  the 
care  and  direction  of  the  said  di- 
rectors."— Proviso,  that  the  direc- 
tors shall  not  fix  their  own  remu- 
neration, and  shall  take  security 
from  persons  having  the  custody  or 
control  of  any  money  received  by 
virtue  of  the  act. 

Section  103  enacts,  «That  the 
orders  and  proceedings  of  all  meet- 
ings, as  well  general  as  special,  of 
the  said  Company,  and  of  the  said 
directors  and  committees  respect- 
ively, shall  be  entered  in  some 
book  to  be  provided  and  kept  for 
that  purpose,  and  shall  be  signed 
by  the  chairman  of  such  respective 
meetings ;  and  such  orders  and  pro- 
ceedings,   when  so   entered  and 
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the  line  of  their  railway^  and 
bom,  and  for  other  purposes 

ligned,  shall  be  deemed  original 
orders  and  proceedings,  and  shall 
be  allowed  to  be  read  in  evidence 
in  all  courts,  and  before  all  judges, 
justices,  and  others,  and  that  with- 
out due  proof  of  such  respective 
meetings  having  been  duly  con- 
vened, or  of  the  persons  making  or 
entering  such  orders  or  proceed- 
ings, being  proprietors,  or  being 
directors  or  members  of  the  com- 
mittee, or  of  the  signature  of  such 
chairman,  as  the  case  may  be,  all 
.ci  which  last-mentioned  acts  shall 
be  presumed." 

Section  1 19  enacts,  "Tliat  the  se- 
Teral  parlies  who  have  subscribed, 
or  who  shall  hereafter  subscribe  for 
or  towards  the  said  undertaking, 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  required 
to  pay  the  sums  of  money  by  them 
respectively  subscribed  for,  or  such 
parts  or  proportions  thereof  as  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  called  for  by 
the  directors  of  the  said  Company, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers 
of  this  act,  at  such  times  and  at 
fuch  places,  and  to  such  persons,  as 
shall  be  directed  by  the  said  di- 
rectors ;  and  in  case  any  party  shall 
refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  as  afore- 
said the  money  by  him  so  sub- 
scribed for,  or  the  part  thereof  so 
called  for,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  Company  to  sue  for  and 
recover  the  same,  with  full  costs  of 
nut,  in  any  courts  of  law  or  equity, 
together  with  interest  on  such  un- 
paid sum  of  money,  at  the  rate  of 
£5  per  centum,  per  annum  from 
the  time  when  the  same  was  di- 
rected to  be  paid  as  aforesaid  up  to 


to  make  two  branches  there-  Erch.  «/  Pleas, 
relating  thereto,  and  for  di- 


the  day  of  actual  payment  there- 
of." 

Section  121  enacts,  <' That  the 
directors  to  be  appointed  as  afore- 
said shall  have  power  from  time  to 
time  to  make  such  calls  of  money 
from  the  subscribers  to  and  pro- 
prietors of  the  said  undertaking  for 
the  time  being,  to  defray  the  ex- 
penses of  and  to  carry  on  the  same, 
as  they  from  time  to  time  shall 
find  necessary,  so  that  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  calls  made  or 
money  paid  for  or  in  respect  of  any 
such  shares  shall  not  amount  to 
more  than  the  sum  of  iSlOO  on  any 
such  share,  and  so  that  no  such 
call  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  £10 
upon  each  share  which  any  corpo- 
ration or  person  shall  be  possessed 
of  or  entitled  unto  in  the  said  un- 
dertaking, and  an  interval  of  three 
calendar  months,  at  the  least,  shall 
elapse  between  the  day  appointed 
for  payment  for  one  call  and  the  day 
appointed  for  payment  of  another 
call,  and  twenty-one  days'  notice 
at  the  least  shall  be  given  of  every 
such  call  by  advertisement  inserted 
in  two  or  more  Durham,  Newcastle, 
and  York  newspapers,  aforesaid; 
and  all  monies  so  called  for  shall 
be  paid  to  such  persons,  at  such 
times  and  places,  and  in  such 
manner,  as  in  tlie  said  notice  shall 
be  appointed;  and  the  respective 
proprietors  of  shares  in  the  said 
undertaking  shall  pay  their  rate- 
able proportion  of  the  monies  to  be 
called  for  as  aforesaid,  to  such  per- 
sons, and  at  such  times  and  places, 
and  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  ap- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  vcw,  to  wit,  fifty  shares  of 
•   ^     taking.    And  whereas  the 

Great 
North  of 
England       pointed  as  aforesaid;   and  if  any 

Railway  Co,    proprietor  for  the  time  being  of 

Bidd''  p  *^^  ^^^  share  shall  not  so  pay 
such  his  rateable  proportion,  then 
and  in  such  case,  and  as  often  as 
the  same  shall  happen,  he  shall 
pay  interest  for  the  same  after  the 
rate  of  £5  per  centum  per  annum, 
from  the  day  appointed  for  the 
pa3nnent  thereof,  up  to  the  time 
the  same  shall  be  actually  paid; 
and  if  any  proprietor  for  the  time 
being  of  any  such  share  shall  ne- 
glect or  refuse  to  pay  such  his  rate* 
able  proportion,  together  with  in- 
terest (if  any),  then  or  at  any  time 
thereafter  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  Company  to  sue  for  and  re- 
cover the  same  in  any  of  his  Ma- 
jesty's courts  of  record,  by  action 
of  debt  or  on  the  case,  or  by  bill, 
suit,  or  information,  or  the  said  di- 
rectors may,  and  they  are  hereby 
authorized  to  declare  the  shares 
belonging  to  such  proprietor  to  be 
forfeited,  and  to  order  such  shares 
to  be  sold :  Provided  nevertheless, 
that  no  advantage  shall  be  taken  of 
any  forfeiture  of  any  share  in  the 
said  undertaking,  until  notice  in 
writing  under  the  hand  of  the  clerk 
or  treasurer  of  the  said  Company, 
that  such  share  hath  been  declared 
forfeited,  shall  have  been  given  or 
sent  by  the  post  unto  or  delivered 
to  some  inmate  of  the  last  known 
place  of  abode  of  the  proprietor  of 
such  share,  nor  until  the  declara- 
tion of  forfeiture  of  the  said  di- 
rectors shall  have  been  confirmed 
either  at  a  general  or  special  gene- 
ral meeting  of  the  said  Company, 


£100  each  in  the  said  under- 
said  Company^  after  the  pass- 
such  general  or  special  generd 
meeting  being  held  after  the  ex- 
piration of  three  calendar  months 
at  the  least  from  the  day  on  which 
such  notice  of  forfeiture  shall  have 
been  given  as  aforesaid ;  and  after 
such  declaration  of  forfeiture  shall 
have  been  confirmed  by  such  gene- 
ral or  special  general  meeting,  the 
said  Company,  by  an  order  to  be 
made  at  the  same  or  at  any  aubae- 
quent  general  meeting  or  special 
general  meeting,  shall  have  power 
to  direct  the  said  directors  to  dis- 
pose of  the  shares  so  forfeited,  or 
any  of  them,  in  manner  by  this  act 
directed;  and  the  said  directon 
may,  in  that  case,  seU  and  dlspoae 
of  such  shares  at  a  public  auctioiiy 
or  by  private  contract,  or  public 
tender,  and  together  or  in  lots,  or 
in  such  other  manner  and  for  soch 
price  as  they  may  think  fit,  and  a 
solemn  declaration  in  writing,  made 
by  some  credible  person  not  in- 
terested, before  any  Justice  of  the 
peace,  or  before  any  Master  or 
Master  extraordinary  in  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery,  stating  that  audi 
call  had  been  made  by  the  said 
directors,*and  that  such  notice  had 
been  given,  and  that  such  default 
in  payment  had  been  made  in  re- 
spect of  the  share  so  sold,  and  that 
the  same  share  had  been  declared 
to' be  forfeited,  and  that  tnchdeda- 
ration  of  forfeiture  had  been  con- 
firmed in  manner  bereinbelbfe 
mentioned,  shall  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  therein  atated, 
and  the  purchaser  of  such  share 
shall  not  be  bound  to  see  to  the 
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ing  of  the  said  first-mentioned  act,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  Exch,  of  PUas, 
firom  thence  continually  until  the  commencement  of  this 


1840. 


Applicmtion  of  hit  purchaie-moneyy 
nor  shall  his  title  to  such  share  be 
affected  by  any  irregularity  of  pro- 
ceeding in  reference  to  such  sale, 
Vnt  such  solemn  declaration,  and 
the  receipt  of  the  treasurer  of  the 
laid  Company  for  the  price  of  such 
diare,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence 
of  title  thereto  for  all  purposes 
vhatsoever." 

Section  123  enacts,  <<  That  in  any 
action  to  be  brought  by  the  said 
Company  against  any  proprietor 
fiv  the  time  being  of  any  share  in 
the  said  undertaking,  to  recover  any 
money  dne  and  payable  for  or  in 
respect  of  any  call,  it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient for  tlie  said  Company  to  de- 
daitt  and  allege  that  the  defendant, 
being  a  proprietor  of  a  share  in  the 
laid  undertaking,  is  indebted  to  the 
aaid  Company  in  such  sum  of  mo- 
ney as  the  calls  in  arrear  shall 
amount  to»  for  a  call,  or  so  many 
calls,  of  such  sums  of  money,  upon 
a  share  belonging  to  the  said  de- 
fendant, whereby  an  action  hath 
accrued  to  the  said  Company  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  without  setting 
forCh  the  special  matter;  and  on  the 
trial  of  such  action,  it  shall  only  be 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  defend- 
ant, at  the  time  of  making  such 
respective  calls,  was  a  proprietor  of 
a  share  in  the  said  undertaking, 
and  that  such  call  was  in  fact  made, 
and  that  such  notice  was  given  as 
is  directed  by  this  act,  without 
proting  the  appointment  of  the  di- 
rectors who  made  such  calls,  or 
any  other  matter  whatsoever;  and 
the  said  Company  shall  thereupon 


be  entitled  to  recover  what  shall 
appear  due,  including  interest  com- 
puted as  aforesaid  on  such  calls, 
unless  it  shall  appear  that  any  such 
call  exceeded  £10  per  share,  or 
was  made  payable  before  the  expir- 
ation of  three  calendar  months 
from  the  day  appointed  for  pay^ 
ment  of  the  last  preceding  call,  or 
that  notice  was  not  given  as  here- 
inbefore required ;  and  in  order  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  was  a  pro- 
prietor of  such  share  in  the  said 
undertaking  as  alleged,  the  produc- 
tion of  the  book  in  which  the 
clerk  of  the  said  Company  is  by 
this  act  directed  to  enter  and  keep 
the  names  and  additions  of  the 
several  proprietors  from  time  to 
time  of  shares  in  the  said  under- 
taking, with  the  number  of  shares 
they  are  respectively  entitled  to, 
and  of  the  several  corporations  and 
persons  who  shall  from  time  to 
time  become  proprietors  thereof, 
or  be  entitled  to  shares  therein, 
shall  be  prim&  facie  evidence  that 
such  defendant  is  a  proprietor,  and 
of  the  number  and  amount  of  his 
shares  therein." 

Section  183  enacts,  "  That  in  all 
cases  in  which  it  may  be  necessary 
for  the  said  Company  to  serve  any 
summons  or  demand,  or  any  notice, 
or  any  writ,  or  other  proceeding  at 
law  or  in  equity,  or  otherwise,  upon 
any  corporation  or  person,  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  personal 
service  thereof  respectively  upon 
such  person,  or  upon  some  member, 
or  upon  the  clerk  or  other  officer 
of  such  corporation,  or  delivering 
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Exeh.  of  PUa»,  suit^  have  been  and  still  are  making  and  constructing  tbe 

railway  and  other  works  in  the  said  acts  mentioned,  and 
otherwise  carrying  the  said  acts  into  execntion.  And 
whereas  also^  after  the  passing  of  the  said  first-mentioned 
act,  and  whilst  the  defendant  was  such  subscriber  as  afore- 
said, and  entitled  to  the  said  shares,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the 
directors  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  Company,  then 
duly  appointed  pursuant  to  the  said  first-mentioned  act, 
made  a  certain  call  not  exceeding  £10  a  share,  to  wit,  a 
call  of  £S  a  share,  from  the  several  subscribers  to,  and 
proprietors  of,  the  said  undertaking  for  the  time  being, 
upon  and  in  respect  of  their  respective  shares  therein^ 
according  to  the  said  act,  the  same  call  being  then  found 
by  the  said  directors  to  be  necessary,  and  being  then 
necessary,  for  defraying  the  expenses  of  and  carrying  on 
the  said  undertaking,  and  the  aggregate  amount  of  the 
said  call,  and  all  other  calls  made  or  money  paid  for  or  in 
respect  of  the  said  shares,  not  exceeding  £100  on  any 
share ;  which  said  call  was  then  made  payable  by  the  said 
directors  at  a  time  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 


the  some  to  some  inmate  of  the  last 
or  usual  known  place  of  abode  of 
such  person,  or  of  such  member, 
clerk,  or  other  officer  of  such  cor- 
poration, or  at  the  office  of  such 
clerk  or  other  officer,  shall  be 
deemed  good  and  sufficient  service 
of  the  same  respectively  upon  such 
corporation  or  person  (as  the  case 
may  be),  except  in  cases  in  which 
any  other  mode  of  service  is  by  this 
act  particularly  directed  :  Provided 
always,  that  every  summons,  de- 
mand, or  notice,  or  other  docu- 
ment, requiring  authentication  by 
the  said  Company,  may  be  signed 
by  the  clerk  or  treasurer  of  the  said 
Company,  and  need  not  be  under 
the  common  seal  of  the  said  Com- 


pany, and  may  be  in  writing  or  in 
print,  or  partly  in  writing  and 
partly  in  print" 

Section  195,  after  reciting  "that 
the  probable  expense  of  mak- 
ing the  said  railway,  and  the  other 
works  hereby  authorized,  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  £660,000, 
has  been  already  subscribed  for 
by  several  persons  tmder  a  con- 
tract binding  themselves,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  for  the  payment  of 
the  several  sums  by  them  respect- 
ively subscribed  for,"  enacts,  that 
the  act  may  be  put  into  execu- 
tion immediately  after  the  passing 
thereof. 
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and  after  an  interval  of  three  calendar  months  next  after  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
the  day  appointed  for  payment  of  any  preceding  call  had 
elapsed ;  to  wit^  on  &c.  And  whereas^  after  the  making 
of  the  said  call  as  in  this  count  mentioned^  and  more  than 
twenty-one  days  before  the  same  was  made  payable  as 
aforesaid^  to  wit^  on  &c.^  notice  of  the  said  call  and  of  the 
time  at  which  the  same  was  made  payable  as  aforesaid^ 
vas  duly  given  by  advertisement  then  inserted  in  the 
several  newspapers  following,  that  is  to  say^  two  Durham 
newspapers^  respectively  called,  &c.  [naming  them],  three 
Newcastle  newspapers,  respectively  called,  &c.,  &c.,  and 
three  York  newspapers,  respectively  called,  &c.,  &c.,  ac- 
cording to  the  said  first-mentioned  act,  in  and  by  which 
aaid  notice,  a  certain  place  in  the  said  notice  mentioned 
was  appointed  and  notified  for  payment  of  the  said  call,  at 
the  said  time  at  which  the  same  was  made  payable  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  then  treasurer  of  the  said  Company,  to 
wit,  &c.,  which  period  of  twenty-one  days  next  after  the 
giving  of  the  said  notice  elapsed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  whereby  the  defendant  became  liable  to 
pay  to  the  said  Company  a  large  sum  of  money ;  to  witj 
£400^  being  the  amount  of  the  said  call  upon  and  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  shares  to  which  the  said  defendant  was 
so  entitled  as  aforesaid  j  yet  the  defendant  hath  not  paid 
the  said  sum  of  d£400,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  interest 
thereon;  whereby,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  first-mentioned 
act,  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  said  Company  to  de- 
mand and  have  of  and  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
£400,  and  interest  thereon,  after  the  rate  of  £5  for  £100 
for  a  year,  from  the  time  the  same  became  payable  as 
aforesaid,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  £100. 

The  second  count  stated — ^That  whereas  also  afterwards, 
and  whilst  the  defendant  was  such  subscriber  as  aforesaid^ 
and  entitled  to  the  said  shares  in  the  said  undertaking, 
and  after  the  passing  of  the  said  acts,  and  whilst  the  said 
Company  were  so  making  and  constructing  the  said  rail- 
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Etch,  of  Pleas,  way  and  other  works  in  the  said  acts  mentioned,  and 

'    '     otherwise  carrying  the  said  acts  into  execution  as  afore- 

Great        si^i j   to  wit.  on  the  several  days  and  times  in  this  count 

North  op  "^ 

Enoand  in  that  behalf  hereafter  mentioned,  the  several  calls  in 
''^J^*  '  this  count  hereafter  mentioned  were  respectively  made  by 
BiDDULPu.  ^jjg  directors  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  Company,  ac- 
cording to  the  said  acts^  from  the  several  subscribers  to, 
and  proprietors  of,  the  said  undertaking  for  the  time  being, 
upon  and  in  respect  of  their  respective  shares  in  the  said 
undertakings  the  same  calls  being  respectively,  at  the  re- 
spective times  of  making  the  same,  found  necessary  by  the 
said  directors^  and  being  respectively  then  necessary  for 
defraying  the  expenses  of  and  carrying  on  the  said  under- 
taking,  and  no  one  of  the  said  calls  exceeding  £10  a  share, 
&c.,  and  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  same  calls,  and  all 
other  calls  and  money  paid  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said 
shares,  not  exceeding  £100  on  any  share,  which  same 
calls  respectively,  at  the  respective  times  of  making  the 
same,  respectively  were,  by  the  said  directors,  made  pay- 
able before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  on  the  respect- 
ive days  in  this  count  in  that  behalf  hereafter  mentioned; 
that  is  to  say,  one  call  of  £3  a  share  made  on  the  5th  day 
of  December,  a.  d.  1837,  and  payable  on  the  17th  of  Jan- 
uary, A.  D.  1838,  [seven  other  calls  were  then  specified  in 
like  manner] .  The  count  then  averred,  that  an  interval  of 
three  calendar  months  at  least  had  elapsed  between  the 
respective  days  of  payment  of  the  calls  and  between  the 
day  of  payment  of  the  first  of  the  same  calls  and  the  day 
of  payment  of  any  preceding  call,  and  of  the  insertion  in 
the  newspapers  of  twenty-one  days'  notice  in  respect  of 
each  of  the  calls,  specifying  the  days,  times,  and  places 
of  payment,  and  of  the  defendant's  liability  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  calls,  viz.  £2250.  Breach,  non-payment  oF 
the  calls,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  in- 
terest thereon,  whereby  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  first- 
mentioned  act  an  action  hath  accrued,  &c.,  [as  in  the.  firsft? 
count.] 
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The  third  count  stated — That  whereas  also  the  defendant^  Eseh.  of  putu, 
after  the  passing  of  the  said  first-mentioned  act  and  before     ^^.^..^.J-^ 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit.  on  &c..  then  and  at        (^r^at 

'  '  '  North  op 

the  time  of  making  the  call  in  this  count  hereafter  men-  England 
tioned^  being  a  proprietor  of  divers,  to  wit,  fifty  shares 
in  the  undertaking  in  the  said  first-mentioned  act  men- 
tioned, was  and  is  indebted  to  the  said  Company  in  the 
smn  of  £400  for  a  call,  to  wit,  a  call  of  £8  a  share  upon 
his  the  defendant's  said  shares  in  this  count  mentioned, 
before  then,  to  wit,  on  Sec.,  made  by  the  directors  for  the 
time  being  of  the  said  Company,  pursuant  to  the  said  first- 
mentioned  act,  and  then  made  payable  at  a  time  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c. ;  which  said 
sum  of  d£400  is  still  due  and  unpaid;  whereby  and  by 
virtue  of  the  first-mentioned  act,  an  action  hath  accrued 
to  the  said  Company,  &c. 

The  fourth  count  was  for  eight  calls  made  upon  the  de- 
fendant as  proprietor  of  shares  amounting  to  £2250,  spe- 
cifying the  days  of  mrking  the  calls. 

The  fifth  count  was  for  £500  for  interest. 

Pleas,  lst|  to  the  third  and  fourth  counts,  nunquam 
indebitatus;  2nd,  to  the  first  and  second  counts,  that 
the  defendant  did  not  subscribe  to  the  undertaking  men- 
tioned in  the  said  act  of  Parliament,  modo  et  formii; 
3rd,  to  the  first  and  second  counts,  that  the  said  Com- 
pany were  not  nor  are  making  or  constructing  the  said  rail- 
way and  other  works  in  the  said  acts  mentioned,  and  other- 
wise carrying  the  same  into  execution,  modo  et  formft; 
4th,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  said  directors  did  not 
make  the  said  calls  modo  et  form&;  5th,  to  the  first  count, 
that  notice  of  the  calls  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned 
was  not  duly  given  modo  et  form& ;  6th  and  7th,  to  the 
second  count,  traversing  the  making  of  the  calls  and  giv- 
ing of  the  notices,  as  in  the  4th  and  5th  pleas  to  the  first 
count;  8th,  to  the  first  and  second  counts,  that  after  the 
said  alleged  subscription  by  the  defendant,  in  the  intro- 
ductory, part  of  the  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.^ 
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;.jc ..  of  }':e<u,  the  defendant  sold^  disposed  of^  assigned^  and  transferred 

^   ^^^^'   ^     all  his  the  defendant's  right,  title,  and  interest,  of  and  in 

Great        the  said  fifty  shares  so  by  him  subscribed  for  as  aforesaid, 

North  of 

England      ^^d  then  and  there  and  thenceforth  continually  hath  ceased 
Railway  Co.   ^^  ^^  ^j^g  proprietor  thereof  or  interested  therein,  whereof 
BiDDULPH.      the  said  Company  had  due  notice. — Verification. 

Similiter  to  all  the  pleas  except  the  last,  which  the  de- 
fendant traversed,  and  thereupon  issue  was  joined.  At  the 
trial  before  Bolfej  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  for  the 
county  of  Durham,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  ex- 
ecuted the  subscription  deed,  according  to  the  parliamen- 
tary regulations,  before  the  passing  of  the  first  act  which 
was  obtained  by  the  Company,  for  £5000,  or  fifty  shares, 
in  the  undertaking,  and  had  received  scrip  for  bia 
shares.  The  first  act,  which  was  obtained  in  1836, 
empowered  the  Company  to  make  a  railway  firom  the 
river  Tees  to  the  river  Tyne,  and  the  second  act,  ob- 
tained in  1837,  empowered  them  to  extend  their  line 
southward  to  York,  and  to  make  two  branches.  A 
smaU  portion  of  the  original  line  had  been  commenced, 
and  the  whole  of  it  had  been  surveyed,  and  a  sum  of 
£100,000  paid  for  land.  The  extended  line  and  the 
branches  were  nearly  finished.  The  defendant  had  dis- 
posed of  ten  of  the  fifty  shares  he  had  subscribed  for,  and 
the  amount  claimed  by  the  Company  was  in  respect  of  the 
remaining  forty.  The  defendant  had  never  been  registered 
as  a  proprietor.  On  the  10th  of  August,  1836,  the  directors 
resolved  upon  a  call  of  £8  per  share ;  but  the  resolution, 
although  it  mentioned  the  period  within  which  the  call 
was  to  be  paid,  did  not  specify  any  place  where,  or  person  to 
whom  payment  might  be  made.  The  following  notice  was 
afterwards  inserted  in  the  local  newspapers,  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  act  of  Parliament: — 

'^  Great  North  of  England  Railway. 

'*  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  at  a  meeting  of  the 
directors  of  the  Great  North  of  England  Bailway  Com- 
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pany,  held  this  day,  a  call  of  £S  per  share  was  ordered  to  Exch.  of  Phus, 
be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Company,  at  the  Bank  of 
Messrs.  Backhouse  &  Co.,  in  Darlington,  on  or  before 
Monday  the  5th  of  September  next. 

"  (Signed,  by  order,)        Fred.  Newman, 

''  Clerk  to  the  Company." 

''  Railway  Office,  High  Bow, 
Darlington,  August  10,  1836." 

Several  other  calls  were  made  subsequently.  At  the 
trial,  it  was  objected  for  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  the  first  call,  in- 
asmuch as  the  resolution  ordering  it  to  be  paid  did  not 
specify  the  place  where,  or  the  person  to  whom,  the  call  was 
to  be  paid.  The  learned  Judge  however  overruled  the  ob- 
jection, and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
£2325,  which  included  the  amount  of  the  first  call  as  well 
as  of  the  others.  No  objection  was  made  at  the  trial 
that  the  notice,  inserted  in  the  papers,  of  the  first  call,  was 
not  shewn  to  have  been  the  act  of  the  directors. 

In  the  early  part  of  this  term,  Wightman  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  the  judgment  on  the  first  and  second 
counts  should  not  be  arrested,  or  why  the  verdict  should 
not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had,  unless  the  parties 
should  agree  to  reduce  the  verdict  by  the  amount  of  the 
first  call;  and  also  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  on 
other  grounds. 


Cresswell,  Addison,  and  S.  Temple^  shewed  cause. — The 
question  whether  the  verdict  ought  to  be  reduced  depends 
upon  this,  whether  the  call  was  properly  and  correctly  made. 
The  execution  by  the  defendant  of  the  deed  of  subscrip-* 
tion  was  duly  proved,  and  it  was  also  proved  that  notice  of 
the  call  was  given  by  an  advertisement  in  the  newspapers^ 
as  required  by  the  act,  appointing  the  time  and  place  of 
payment,  and  the  person  to  whom  it  was  to  be  paid.  But 
it  is  said,  that  the  original  resolution  of  the  directors  was 
invalid,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  specify  any  place 
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Exch.  of  Pkoi,  where^  or  person  to  whom^  payment  was  to  be  made ;  and 

.    ^°^      .     the  question  therefore  is,  whether,  under  the  act  of  Parlia- 

great        ment  by  which  the  company  was  formed  (6  &  7  Will.  4, 

North  oW 

England  c,  cv.)  the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  prove  a  resolution  to 
^^'*'^^  ***  have  been  made  in  terms  equally  specific  with  the  notice. 
BioouLPH.  There  is  no  necessity  for  the  resolution  to  appoint  the 
place  where  the  call  is  to  be  paid,  or  the  person  to  whom  it 
is  to  be  paid;  because  the  notice  must  give  full  information 
of  those  matters,  in  order  to  enable  the  parties  liable  to  the 
calls  to  make  due  payment  of  them.  Much  inconvenience 
will  be  created  if  it  be  held  that  the  notice  must  correspond, 
in  all  its  terms,  with  the  resolution.  \^Alders(mj  B. — Suppose 
a  resolution  were  to  specify  a  time  and  place  of  payment, 
and  the  notice  were  to  appoint  a  different  time  and  place?] 
In  that  case  the  payment  must  be  according  to  the  notice. 
The  121st  section  of  the  act  requires  that  twenty-one  days' 
notice  of  the  call  shall  be  given  by  advertisement  in  the  news- 
papers, and  the  money  called  for  is  to  be  paid  "  to  such  per- 
sons, at  such  times  and  places,  and  in  such  manner  as  sn  ike 
said  notice  shall  be  appointed.^^  The  notice  of  the  call  in 
question  did  appoint  the  persons,  time,  and  place,  according 
to  that  provision,  and  gave  every  necessary  information  to 
the  shareholders.  That  was  the  object  which  the  act  con- 
templated, but  it  did  not  require  that  the  place  of  pay- 
ment should  be  named  in  the  resolution  by  which  the  call 
is  directed  to  be  paid ;  that  may  form  the  subject  of  a  sub- 
sequent resolution.  Suppose  a  call  were  resolved  upon, 
and  ordered  by  the  resolution  to  be  paid  at  a  particular 
bank  of  high  reputation,  and  on  the  following  day  the  bank 
were  to  fail,  could  it  be  said  that  the  directors  would  not 
have  power  to  alter  the  place  of  payment  by  a  subsequent 
resolution  ?  Again,  a  notice  signed  by  a  clerk  to  the  com- 
pany must  be  the  same  as  if  it  were  signed  by  the  directors 
themselves;  for  it  is  provided  by  the  183rd  section,  that 
all  notices  or  other  documents  may  be  signed  by  the  derk 
or  treasurer  of  the  company,  and  need  not  be  under  the 
common  seal  of  the  company.  This  notice,  therefore,  must. 
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be  taken^  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  to  the  contrary,  ExcH.  of  piea*, 
to  be  a  notice  given  by  the  directors.      The  restriction    ^  ^^^^'  , 
with  respect  to   calls   applies  only  to  the   amount   and        Great 

I'fORTH    OP 

the  time  of  payment,  and  there  is   no  further  restric-      England 

tion  as  to  the  form  or  contents  of  the  resolution.     Every    R^'^^^^  Co« 

subscriber,  though  not  registered,  is  a  proprietor  of  shares     Biddulph. 

within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  as  far  as  respects  the  liabi- 

Uty  for  calls,  and  if  that  be  so,  then  the  IkSrd  section, 

which  enacts,  that  evidence  that  ^^the  call  was  in  fact 

made,  and  that  such  notice  was  given  as  is  directed  by 

this  act,''  shall  be  sufficient,  shews  that  a  resolution  to 

make  a  call,  simpliciter,  is  good.   The  objection,  therefore, 

to  the  first  call  ought  not  to  prevail. 

Then,  as  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  ob* 
jection  is,  that  the  action  is  in  debt  on  simple  contract; 
and  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant  as  a  subscriber 
being  founded  upon  a  deed,  it  ought  to  have  been  declared 
upon  specially.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  re- 
quires the  subscription  to  be  by  deed.  By  the  first  section 
of  the  act,  all  persons  are  incorporated  who  had  subscribed, 
or  should  thereafter  subscribe;  but  it  does  not  say 
that  the  parties  shall  subscribe  by  deed,  and  the  law 
does  not  require  an  engagement  of  this  nature  to  be  by 
deed.  The  8rd  section,  empowering  the  company  to  raise 
£1,000,000  of  money,  and  the  119th  section,  requir- 
ing subscribers  to  pay  the  amount  of  their  subscriptions, 
says  nothing  as  to  the  su1>scription  being  by  deed.  The 
preamble  to  the  195th  section  recites,  that  £660,000  only 
had  been  subscribed  for  at  the  time  of  the  parliamentary 
deed,  and  there  was  consequently  a  large  sum  still  to  be 
subscribed  for  to  raise  the  amount,  which  may  have  been 
done  otherwise  than  by  deed,  as  nothing  is  said  requiring 
the  future  subscriptions  to  be  by  deed.  It  is  matter  of 
evidence  whether  the  subscriptions  were  by  deed  or  not, 
and  it  is  consistent  with  what  is  alleged  in  this  declara- 
tion, that  the  defendant  may  have  been  one  of  the  subse- 
quent subscribers  not  included  in  the  parliamentary  deed. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  The  objection,  therefore,  ought  not  to  prevail.     Besides, 

^   ^      .    the  defendant  being  a  subscriber,  is  also  a  proprietor  of 

Great        shares;  and  the  123rd  section  shews  that  the  plaintiffs 

North  op 

England  ^^  ^o*  bound  to  allege  that  there  was  a  deed,  even  al- 
^^**'^r^  ^°'  though  a  deed  may  be  the  proper  mode  of  proving  the 
BiDDULPH.  proprietorship.  Assuming,  however,  that  a  deed  is  essen- 
tial to  constitute  a  valid  subscription,  the  allegation,  that 
the  defendant  "  subscribed,''  must,  after  verdict,  be  taken 
to  import  a  subscription  by  deed.  The  Company  could 
not  sue  upon  the  parliamentary  deed,  because  it  is  to  be 
executed  before  the  Company  is  in  existence  under  the 
act.  The  deed  was  mere  matter  of  inducement  to  the 
formation  of  the  Company,  and  might  be  pleaded  without 
a  profert :  Banfill  v.  Leigh  (a).  Perhaps  this  might  have 
been  a  good  objection  on  special  demurrer,  but  it  is  not  so 
after  verdict.  The  rule,  as  laid  down  by  Mr.  Serjeant 
Williams,  in  note  (1)  to  the  case  of  Stermel  v.  Hoyy  (d),  is, 
that  "  where  there  is  any  defect,  imperfection,  or  omission 
in  any  pleading,  whether  in  substance  or  form,  which 
would  have  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  demurrer;  yet  if 
the  issue  joined  be  such  as  necessarily  required  on  the 
trial  proof  of  the  facts  so  defectively  or  imperfectly  stated, 
or  omitted,  and  without  which  it  is  not  to  be  presumed 
that  either  the  Judge  would  direct  the  jury  to  give,  or  the 
jury  would  have  given  the  verdict,  such  defect,  imperfection, 
or  omission,  is  cured  by  the  verdict  by  the  common  law.*' 
In  the  present  case,  the  fact  of  subscription  is  distinctly  put 
in  issue  by  the  second  plea,  and  the  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff  on  that  issue  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  given 
upon  proper  evidence. 

[They  also  contended  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
retain  their  verdict  for  the  whole  amount  upon  the  3rd 
and  4th  counts,  which  charged  the  defendant  as  a  '^  pro- 
prietor'' of  shares  under  sect.  123.] 

(a)  8  T.  R.  571.  (b)  1  Wms.,  Satind.  228. 
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W.  H.  fFatsan,  (with  whom  was  Hlffhtman),  contra. — 
First,  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  the  first  call.  Ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  it  is  clear 
the  shareholders  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  judg- 
ment and  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  directors, 
who,  hj  sect.  100,  are  intrusted  with  the  general  manage- 
ment of  the  affairs  of  the  Company,  for  and  on  the  behalf 
of  the  entire  body  of  the  shareholders;  and  they,  like 
agents  and  arbitrators,  have  no  right  to  delegate  their 
authority.  It  is  of  the  greatest  importance  that  the  place 
of  payment,  and  the  person  to  whom  it  is  to  be  made, 
should  be  expressly  selected  by  the  directors.  The  in- 
stance supposed  on  the  other  side,  of  the  failure  of  the  bank 
where  the  calls  are  to  be  paid,  shews  how  necessary  it  is 
that  that  discretion  should  be  exercised  with  caution. 
The  119th  section  must  be  read  with  the  121st;  and,  if 
that  is  done,  it  will  clearly  appear  that  the  place  of  pay- 
ment is  to  be  fixed  upon  at  the  time  of  making  the  call. 
By  section  119  the  subscribers  are  expressly  required  to 
pay  the  calls  "  at  such  times  and,  at  such  places,  and  to 
such  persons,  as  shall  be  directed  by  the  said  directors.'' 
And,  upon  looking  to  the  former  part  of  that  section,  it 
will  be  found  that  the  said  '^  directors "  are  the  di- 
rectors making  the  call.  The  notice  directed  to  be  given 
by  the  121st  section,  is  to  be  a  mere  copy  of  the  resolu- 
tion, and  the  words,  ''  notice  of  every  such  call,''  refer  to 
the  words  of  the  119th  section.  The  notice  must  specify 
the  time,  place  and  person,  and,  if  it  omit  either,  it  is  bad. 
The  notice  is  to  be  given  by  the  secretary;  but  the  autho- 
rity to  appoint  the  place  of  payment  is  confined  to  the 
dired^ora.  {Alderson,  B. — ^A  notice  given  by  the  secretary 
without  the  authority  of  the  directors,  would  be  bad  alto- 
gether. The  objection,  that  the  notice  was  not  given  by 
the  authority  of  the  directors,  was  not  taken  at  the  trial.] 
The  Company  ought  to  have  proved  that  they  directed  the 
terms  of  the  notice.     IParke,  B. — ^No :  that  must  be  as- 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  sumed  now.]      Section  183  does  not  aid  the  plaintiffs, 

^      J^'   ^     for  that  relates  only  to  the  service  of  an  ordinary  notice  or 

Great        summons,  and  the  proviso  there  does  not  apply  to  a  notice 

North  op  ■**  •» 

England      by  advertisement.    There  must  be  a  decision  hy  the  di- 

AiLWAT    o.   j^g^^pg^  appointing  the  time,  the  place,  and  the  person, 

BiDDULPH.     which  must  be  come  to  at  some  meeting,  and  entered  in  a 

book  by  them.     The  directors  can  act  only  at  their  meet« 

ings. 

Then,  as  to  the  2nd  point.  The  allegation  in  the  first 
and  second  counts  is,  that  the  defendant  '^subscribed  for'' 
a  certain  sum;  but  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  this  was 
such  a  subscription  as  the  act  contemplated.  The  term 
mbscription  in  the  act  has  a  defined  meaning.  The  195th 
section  shews  that  the  subsciption  was  made  upon  a  contract 
binding  upon  the  heirs,  and  it  must  therefore  have  been 
by  deed.  \_Parke,  B. — ^The  subscription  was  not  neces- 
sarily antecedent  to  the  act;  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  subscription  in  question  was  by  deed.]  The  declara- 
tion alleges  that  the  defendant  was  a  subgeriber,  which  is 
very  difi*erent  from  a  proprietor.  The  3rd  section,  which 
enables  the  Company  to  raise  a  million  of  money,  refers  to 
shares  only,  and  not  to  subscriptions;  and  the  words  in  the 
concluding  part  of  that  section,  '^  who  have  subscribed  or 
who  shall  severally  subscribe,''  do  not  affect  this  distinc- 
tion. A  proprietor  may  part  with  his  share,  and  vet  not 
be  a  subscriber.  [Parke,  B. — I  incline  to  think  liiat  a 
subscriber  is  under  this  act  of  Parliament  a  proprietor 
also.]  The  121  st  section  empowering  the  directors  to  make 
calls  upon  '^  the  subscribers  to  and  proprietors  of  the  said 
undertaking,"  clearly  recognises  them  as  two  distinct 
classes.  In  sections  86,  87,  89,  91,  93,  94,  97^  98,  and 
118,  the  terms  '^ proprietor"  and  "subscriber"  are  used, 
clearly  shewing  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  them. 
The  86th  section  describes  the  first  meeting  as  a  meeting 
of  the  "Company,"  at  which  the  names  of  the  parties 
"entitled  to  shares"  are  to  be  entered  in  a  book,  and  ft 
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certificate  is  to  be  given  to  every  "  such  proprietor/'  (i.  e.  Ejcek.  of  PUtu, 
every  subscriber  whose  name  is  so  entered),  and  in  that     ^   ^      ^ 
certificate  the  party  is  designated  as  a  '^  proprietor/'    A        Great 
proprietor  is  therefore  a  person  who  has  been  registered;      England 
which  expbuns  the  terms  used  in  the  various  sections  re*    ^^^^^^^  ^^' 
ferred  to,  and  which  relate  chiefly  to  transactions  sub-     Biddulfh. 
sequent  to  the  first  meeting.     [Aldersonf  B. — ^The  121st 
section  speaks  of  calls  upon  '' subscribers  to  and  proprie- 
tors of  the  said  undertaking,''  and  enables  the  Company 
to  sue  any  proprietor  failing  to  pay  his  call.   Does  not  that 
shew  the  words  to  be  equivalent  ?]     That  section  gives  a 
light  to  sue  proprietors  only,  the  119th  section  having 
already  empowered  the  Company  to  sue  subscribers.     If 
the  3rd  section  be  referred  to,  it  will  appear  that  a  person 
subscribes,^  shares,  and  afterwards  upon  being  registered 
he  becomes  a  proprietor  of  shares.    It  is  therefore  sub- 
mitted, that  every  unregistered  subscriber  is  not  a  proprie- 
tor within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

But  then  it  is  assumed  that  the  fact  of  making  a  call,  to 
which  the  128rd  section  refers,  implies  a  simple  resolution 
of  the  directors,  ordering  the  payment  of  certain  sums  of 
money  by  the  shareholders,  without  specification  of  time, 
place,  or  person.  That,  however,  is  begging  the  question, 
which  is,  whether  that  specification  be  necessary  or  not. 
Next,  the  preamble  to  the  195  th  section  shews  that  the 
original  subscribers  had  executed  a  deed,  and  it  was  to  be 
inferred  that  other  subscribers  who  afterwards  came  in 
would  do  so  also,  if  the  defendant  is  to  be  presumed 
to  be,  not  an  original  but  a  future  subscriber,  it  must 
be  presumed  tliat  he  became  so  by  having  executed  a 
deed.  Aq4  therefore  the  first  and  second  counts  ought 
to  have  alleged  a  deed,  as  it  was  the  foundation  of  the 
defendant's  liability.  The  123rd  section  is  inapplicable 
to  the  case  of  a  subscriber  not  registered,  as  has  been 
already  shewn,  and  the  argument  drawn  from  it  there- 
fore fails  altogether.    The  deed  is  the  gist  of  the  action, 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  and  Dot  mere  inducement.     If  it  were  executed  after  the 

^  ^^^'   .    passing  of  the  act,  the  Company  would  be  a  party  to  it;  if 

Great       executed  before  the  act  was  passed,  the  Company,  though 

England      uot  party  or  privy  in  the  ordinary  sense,  are  made  sta- 

RailwayCo.   tutory  assignees  by  section  119,  inasmuch  as  they  take 
BiDDULPH.     the  benefit  of  the  deed,  and  may  enforce  payment  of  the 
subscriptions. 

But  it  is  said,  that,  if  a  deed  be  necessary,  the  omission 
to  set  it  out  is  cured  by  verdict ;  but  that  is  not  so.  The 
first  and  second  counts  allege  that  the  defendant  was  a 
subscriber  for  such  a  sum  of  money,  and  entitled  to  the 
shares  in  the  undertaking,  but  not  that  he  subscribed  with 
reference  to  the  act  of  Parliament,  or  in  the  sense  in 
which  that  word  is  used  in  it.  This  is  therefore  the  state- 
ment of  a  defective  title,  and  not  a  good  title  defectively  or 
imperfectly  stated.  It  was  not  requisite  to  prove  the  ex- 
istence of  a  deed,  in  order  to  support  the  verdict  on  the 
issue  as  to  the  subscription,  which  might  be  proved,  con- 
sistently with  the  first  and  second  count8>|  by  a  contract 
in  writing  not  under  seal,  or  even  by  a  parol  contract. 
The  examples  given  by  Mr.  Seijeant  fVtUiams  in  note  (1) 
to  Stennel  v.  Hoffff  (a),  as  illustrations  of  the  rule  there 
laid  down,  are  distinguishable  from  the  present.  In 
the  action  for  rent  by  the  bargainee  of  a  reversion,  the 
omission  to  allege  the  attornment  of  the  tenant,  (before 
the  statute  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  9),  was  cured  by  the  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issue  on  nU  debet ;  because  the 
verdict  must  be  presumed  to  have  proceeded  upon  evidence 
of  an  attornment,  which  at  that  time  was  a  necessary  ce- 
remony to  complete  the  title  of  the  bargainee :  HUchms  v. 
Stevens  (£).  So  in  the  cases  there  mentionedj  of  pleading 
the  grant  of  a  reversion,  a  rent-charge,  an  advowson,  or 
any  other  hereditament  which  lies  in  grant,  and  can  only 
be  conveyed  by  deed.     On  the  other  hand,  in  Rushion  v. 

(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  228.  (b)  2  Show.  233. 
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Aspinally  it  was  held^  in  an  action  against  the  indorser  of  a  Exch.  of  PUas, 
bill,  that  the  want  of  an  allegation  of  a  demand  upon  and 
refusal  by  the  acceptor  at  the  time  when  the  bill  became 
due,  or  of  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  acceptor's  refusal, 
was  error,  and  not  cured  by  verdict ;  because  proof  of  these 
circumstances  was  not  required  to  support  any  allegation  in 
the  declaration.  In  Jackson  v.  Peeked,  which  was  an  action 
on  the  case  by  a  reversioner,  the  judgment  was  arrested 
after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  because  as  the  plaintiff  had 
not  alleged  that  his  reversionary  interest  was  prejudiced,  or 
stated  any  injury  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  necessarily  in- 
jurious to  his  reversion,  no  evidence  was  required  on  these 
points,  and  therefore  none  could  be  presumed  to  have  been 
given.  The  case  of  Rawson  v.  Johnson  (a)  went  upon  the 
ground,  that  a  readiness  and  willingness  to  receive  and 
pay  for  a  quantity  of  malt,  according  to  the  terms  of  sale 
by  which  the  defendant  had  undertaken  to  deliver  on  re- 
quest, and  which  he  had  refused  so  to  deliver,  was  suf- 
ficient without  any  allegation  of  a  tender  of  the  price. 
In  this  case  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  was  a  sub- 
scriber did  not  necessarily  imply  the  existence  of  any 
deed. 


Parks,  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. The  first  point,  as  to  the  reduction  of  the  ver- 
dict by  the  amount  of  the  first  call,  depends  upon  the 
question,  whether  that  call  was  correctly  made ;  and  the 
objection  is,  that  the  resolution  of  the  directors  making 
the  caU,  although  it  makes  it  payable  within  a  limited 
time,  does  not  state  the  place  at  which,  or  person  to  whom, 
it  is  to  be  paid.  The  advertisement,  however,  which  is 
published  in  the  newspapers,  does  state  both  the  place 
where,  and  the  person  to  whom,  the  money  is  to  be  paid, 
and  in  other  respects  foUows  the  requisitions  of  the  121st 


(a)  1  East,  203. 

t2 


262  CASES   IN   THE   BXCHBQUSB, 

Exeh,  of  PietUt  section.    As  the  objection^  that  there  was  no  distinct  proof 

.    ^  •  .    of  the  publication  of  the  notice  being  the  act  of  the  direc- 

Great       tors^  was  not  taken  at  the  trials  we  must  assume  it  to  hare 

North  of 

England  been  their  act;  and  the  question  then  is^  whether,  in 
^^'^^^^  ^^'  addition  to  the  specification  of  the  place  of  payment  in 
BiDDDLPH.  the  notice^  it  is  necessary  that  the  place  should  be  specified 
also  in  the  resolution  for  the  call.  By  the  12l8t  section, 
the  directors  are  empowered  to  make  such  calls  for  money, 
&c.  as  they  from  time  to  time  shall  find  necessary;  and 
it  is  enacted,  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  calls  shall 
not  exceed  £100,  and  that  no  call  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
£10  upon  each  share ;  and  an  interval  of  three  calendar 
months  is  to  elapse  between  the  days  of  payment  of  each 
call.  Now  there  is  not  one  word  in  this  enactment  requir- 
ing that  the  place  of  payment,  or  person  to  whom  payment 
is  to  be  made,  shall  be  named  at  the  making  of  the  calL 
That  section  then  proceeds  to  provide,  that  twenty-one 
days'  notice  shall  be  given  of  every  call,  by  advertisement  in 
certain  newspapers  therein  mentioned,  and  enacts  that  aU 
money  so  called  for  shall  be  paid  to  such  persons,  and  at  such 
times  and  places,  as  in  the  said  notice  shall  be  appointed. 
The  notice,  therefore,  must  contain  those  requisites.  In 
this  instance  the  notice  does  state  the  time  and  place  of 
payment,  and  in  other  respects  complies  with  the  act  of 
Parliament.  Assuming  the  resolution,  therefore,  to  be  the 
act  of  the  directors,  I  think  that  the  call  in  question  wai 
properly  made. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
the  question  is,  whether  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the  decla- 
ration that  the  subscription  was  by  deed.  It  has  been  sug* 
gested  that  there  is  adistinction  between/yr^jprJe/art  of  shares 
and  mbscribers;  upon  that  part  of  the  case,  however,  we  give 
no  opinion.  The  first  and  second  counts  allege  a  liability 
in  the  defendant  as  a  subscriber;  and  it  is  contended,  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  alleged  in  those  counts  that  his  sub- 
scription was  by  deed.    I  think  the  answer  given  to  that 
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argnmenton  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a  satisfactory  one.  Etch,  of  pieat. 
It  does  not  follow  that  the  parliamentary  deed  should  con- 
tain  the  names  of  all  the  persons  who  subscribed ;  for  the 
subscription  is  not  confined  to  the  parties  named  in  the 
deed.  But  assuming  that  the  defendant  was  of  necessity 
a  party  to  it,  it  is  evident  that  the  Company  need  not,  and 
indeed  could  not^  be  made  a  party  to  such  deed;  because 
it  is  required  to  be  executed  before  the  existence  of^  and  as 
preliminary  to^  the  formation  of  the  Company.  That  is  a 
oonchisive  reason  why  the  Company  ought  not  to  sue  upon 
the  deed.  If^  howcTcr^  the  action  is  to  be  considered  as 
founded  upon  the  deed^  so  as  to  make  the  statement  of  it 
in  strictness  necessary^  then  the  case  falls  within  the  rule 
hid  down  in  Stermel  y.  Hogg.  It  is  there  said^  that ''  where 
a  grant  of  a  reversion^  or  any  other  hereditament  which 
lies  in  grants  and  can  only  be  conveyed  by  deed,  be 
pleaded,  but  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  by  deed,  y^t  if  the 
grant  be  put  in  issue,  and  found  by  the  jury,  the  verdict 
cures  such  imperfection  by  the  common  law.''  The  de- 
fendant is  alleged  to  have  become  a  subscriber,  and  if,  in 
order  to  prove  that  fact,  the  production  of  the  deed  was 
requisite,  it  must  be  assumed,  after  verdict,  that  such 
proof  was  given.  I  think  the  declaration  is  good,  at  all 
events  after  verdict,  and  probably  before. 


AxDERSON^  B.^  GuBNST^  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 
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Ereh.  of  PietUt  section.   As  the  objection^  that  there  was  no  distinct  proof 

.    ^^^'  .    of  the  publication  of  the  notice  being  the  act  of  the  direc- 

Great       tors^  was  not  taken  at  the  trials  we  must  assume  it  to  hare 

North  of 

England  been  their  act;  and  the  question  then  is^  whether,  in 
Railway  Co.  addition  to  the  specification  of  the  place  of  payment  in 
BiDDDLPH.  the  notice,  it  is  necessary  that  the  place  should  be  specified 
also  in  the  resolution  for  the  call.  By  the  12l8t  section, 
the  directors  are  empowered  to  make  such  calls  for  money, 
&c.  as  they  from  time  to  time  shall  find  necessary;  and 
it  is  enacted,  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  calls  shall 
not  exceed  £100,  and  that  no  call  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
£\0  upon  each  share ;  and  an  interval  of  three  calendar 
months  is  to  elapse  between  the  days  of  payment  of  eadi 
call.  Now  there  is  not  one  word  in  this  enactment  requir- 
ing that  the  place  of  payment,  or  person  to  whom  payment 
is  to  be  made,  shall  be  named  at  the  making  of  the  calL 
That  section  then  proceeds  to  provide,  that  twenty-one 
days^  notice  shall  be  given  of  every  call,  by  advertisement  in 
certain  newspapers  therein  mentioned,  and  enacts  that  all 
money  so  called  for  shall  be  paid  to  such  persons,  and  at  such 
times  and  places,  as  in  the  said  notice  shall  be  appointed. 
The  notice,  therefore,  must  contain  those  requisites.  In 
this  instance  the  notice  does  state  the  time  and  place  of 
payment,  and  in  other  respects  complies  with  the  act  of 
Parliament.  Assuming  the  resolution,  therefore,  to  be  the 
act  of  the  directors,  I  think  that  the  call  in  question  wai 
properly  made. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
the  question  is,  whether  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the  decla- 
ration that  the  subscription  was  by  deed.  It  has  been  sug- 
gested that  there  is  adistinction  betweenj9r€{prJe/arf  of  shares 
and  subscribers;  upon  that  part  of  the  case,  however,  we  give 
no  opinion.  The  first  and  second  counts  allege  a  liability 
in  the  defendant  as  a  subscriber;  and  it  is  contended,  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  alleged  in  those  counts  that  his  sub- 
scription was  by  deed.    I  think  the  answer  given  to  that 
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argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a  satisfactory  one.  Exch.  of  PUas, 
It  does  not  follow  that  the  parliamentary  deed  should  con- 
tain  the  names  of  all  the  persons  who  subscribed ;  for  the 
subscription  is  not  confined  to  the  parties  named  in  the 
deed.  But  assuming  that  the  defendant  was  of  necessity 
a  party  to  it^  it  is  evident  that  the  Ciompany  need  notj  and 
indeed  could  not^  be  made  a  party  to  such  deed;  because 
it  is  required  to  be  executed  before  the  existence  of^  and  as 
preliminary  to^  the  formation  of  the  Company.  That  is  a 
conclusive  reason  why  the  Company  ought  not  to  sue  upon 
the  deed.  If^  however^  the  action  is  to  be  considered  as 
founded  upon  the  deedj  so  as  to  make  the  statement  of  it 
in  strictness  necessary^  then  the  case  falls  within  the  rule 
hid  down  in  Stennel  v.  Hoffff.  It  is  there  said,  that  '^  where 
a  grant  of  a  reversion,  or  any  other  hereditament  which 
lies  in  grant,  and  can  only  be  conveyed  by  deed,  be 
pleaded,  but  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  by  deed,  y^t  if  the 
grant  be  put  in  issue,  and  found  by  the  jury,  the  verdict 
cures  such  imperfection  by  the  common  law.''  The  de- 
fendant is  alleged  to  have  become  a  subscriber,  and  if,  in 
order  to  prove  that  fact,  the  production  of  the  deed  was 
requisite,  it  must  be  assumed,  after  verdict,  that  such 
proof  was  given.  I  think  the  declaration  is  good,  at  all 
events  after  verdict,  and  probably  before. 


Alderson^  B.^  Gurnet,  B.^  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


Wallace  and  Two  Others  v.  Kelsall. 
To  an  actioD  by  DeBT  demanding  £264,  that  is  to  say,  £88  for  goods 

three  plaintiffs  t    i   -,.  -,       jr,ryf%  t*  i  -i  •   i  :i    ^toa 

for  a  joint  de-     sold  and  deuTered,  £88  for  work  and  materials,  and  £bo 

fendait  pleaded  ^^^  monev  due  on  an  account  stated. 

an  accord  and         pieas. — Ist,   cxccpt  as  to  £88,  parccl  &c.,   nunqnam 

satisfaction  with  '  '^  "^  ^ 

oneof  the  plain-  indebitatus.  2nd,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  £88,  parcel  as 
payment  in  aforesaid,  the  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiffs  ought 
offof'a'*debt*due  ^^*  further  to  maintain  their  aforesaid  action  thereof 
from  that  one     against  him :  because  he  says,  that,  before  and  at  the  time 

to  the  defend-  . 

tLnti-^Heid,  of  the  Satisfaction  and  discharge  hereinafter  mentioned, 
wM^o^^hh-  *^®  plaintiff  Andrew  Wallace  was  indebted  to  the  de- 
out  alleging  any  fendaut  in  the  sum  of  £76,  and  that  before  and  at  the 

authority  from 

the  other  two  time  of  the  satisfaction  and  discharge  hereinafter  men- 
make  the  set-  tioned  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
tiement  ^^^  ^f  £gg^  parcel  as  aforesaid,  and  to  the  said  plaintiff 

Andrew  Wallace  in  the  sum  of  £44;  for  the  recovery  of 
which  said  sum  of  £44,  amongst  other  things,  the  said 
plaintiff  Andrew  Wallace,  before  the  said  discharge  and 
satisfaction,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  March,  1840,  com- 
menced an  action  of  debt  in  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen,  before  the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer  at  Westmin- 
ster, which  said  action  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 
discharge  and  satisfaction  was  stUl  pending.  And  the 
defendant  further  says,  that  he  the  defendant,  so  being 
indebted  in  the  said  sum  of  £88  and  £44,  amounting  to- 
gether to  the  sum  of  £132,  and  the  said  plaintiff  Andrew 
Wallace  being  so  indebted  in  the  said  sum  of  £75,  he,  the 
defendant,  after  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  the  31st  day  of  March,  1840,  set-off  and  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff  Andrew  Wallace  the  said  sum  of  £75  so  due  to 
the  defendant,  against  the  sum  of  £75,  parcel  of  the  said 
sum  of  £132,  and  then  paid  to  the  said  Andrew  Wallace 
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the  sum  ot  £57^  and  then  delivered  to  the  said  Andrew  Exch.  of  PUas, 
Wallace  a  piece  of  flannel  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  ^  ^  ^ 
value  of  21.  6d.  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  Wallace 
said  debts  of  £88  and  £44,  and  of  all  damages  by  the  Kelsall. 
plaintifFs,  and  by  the  said  plaintiff  Andrew  Wallace,  sus- 
tained, either  jointly  or  solely,  by  reason  of  the  detention 
of  the  said  sums  of  £88  and  £44  respectively,  and  of  the 
costs  and  charges  of  the  plaintiffs  by  them  in  and  about 
their  suit  in  this  action,  so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  the  said 
sum  of  £88,  parcel  as  aforesaid,  in  that  behalf  expended, 
and  of  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  plaintiff  Andrew 
Wallace  by  him  about  his  suit  in  the  said  other  action,  so 
fitf  as  the  same  relates  to  the  said  sum  of  £44  in  that  be- 
half expended,  and  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  said  debt  of  £75  so  due  to  the  defendant,  and  of  all 
damages  by  the  defendant  sustained  by  reason  of  the  non- 
payment thereof;  which  said  set-off  and  allowance,  pay- 
ment, and  delivery  of  the  said  piece  of  flannel,  the  said 
plaintiff  Andrew  Wallace  then  agreed  to,  accepted,  and 
received  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  the  said 
debts,  damages,  and  costs,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge 
whereof  they  were  so  made  by  the  defendant  as  afore- 
said.— ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  on  the  ground  that 
it  did  not  state  any  agreement  between  the  other  plaintiffs 
and  Wallace  that  the  set-off  should  be  allowed,  or  any 
authority  to  him  to  receive  the  debt  due  to  the  three,  or  in 
any  way  to  settle  it ;  and  that  the  accord  and  satisfaction 
allied  was  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  the  set-off  of  mutual, 
private,  and  separate  debts  between  the  defendant  and 
Wallace  could  be  no  satisfaction  of  any  part  of  the  debt 
due  to  the  plaintiffs  jointly,  without  their  request  or 
concurrence. — ^The  defendant's  points,  as  marked  for 
argument,  were,  that  one  of  several  joint  creditors  act- 
ing bon&  fide,  which  is  to  be  presumed,  may  discharge 
the  debtor;  that  no  actual  authority  from  the  others  is 
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Ejcch.  of  PUat,  required ;  that  if  it  were^  the  want  of  it  should  be  al- 

^   ^^^'  ^    leged  by  the  plaintiffs^    as  it  is   a  matter  within  their 

Wallace     knowledge  rather  than  the  defendant's;  and  that  if  one 

Kelsall.     of  several  plaintiffs  is  satisfied^  the  others  cannot  recover^ 

because  they  cannot  do  so  without  joining  the  one^  and 

he  is  barred. 

Hoggins,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  plea  is  bad. 
On  the  face  of  this  plea^  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
any  consent  given  by  the  other  two  plaintiffs  that  Wallace 
should  allow  this  set-off  in  reduction  of  the  debt  which 
was  due  to  the  three  jointly ;  nor  does  it  shew  that  he  had 
any  authority,  express  or  implied^  to  do  so.  In  cases  of 
partnership,  one  partner  may  receive  payment  of  a  debt 
due  to  the  firm,  and  may  give  a  receipt  for  it :  Henderson  v. 
Wild  (a).  But  in  those  cases  there  is  an  implied  authority 
in  one  partner  to  receive  payment  of  and  release  the  partner- 
ship debts,  and  to  deal  generaUy  with  the  partnership  pro- 
perty. But  here  there  was  no  partnership  between  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  plea  does  not  allege  that  it  was  with  the  author- 
ity or  knowledge  of  the  other  two  that  Wallace  accepted  the 
money  and  goods  in  satisfaction  and  discharge.  It  is  clear 
that  one  of  several  joint  creditors  cannot  release  a  debt 
due  to  all,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  others.  This 
was  done  by  Wallace  in  fraud  of  his  two  co-creditors,  and 
the  question  is,  whether,  he  having,  in  fraud  of  his  two  co- 
creditors,  set-off  his  own  private  debt  against  a  debt  due  to 
the  three,  that  can  be  pleaded  as  an  answer  to  an  action 
by  the  three  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt.  It  is  submitted 
that  it  clearly  cannot.  Besides,  the  accord  and  satisfaction 
alleged  in  the  plea  is  stated  to  have  been  after  the  lu^tion 
brought,  and  there  can  be  no  set-off  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  Com.  Dig.  Accord  (B.  4) ;  Evans  v. 
Prosser  (A).     [Parke,  B. — That  is  where  the  plea  is  in  bar 

(a)  2  Camp.  561.  (6)  3  T.  R.  186. 
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of  the  action  generally;  but  this  is  a  plea  to  the  further  Exch.  of  pum, 
maintenance  of  the  action.]  ^  ^^^'   . 

Wallace 

Cowling,  in  support  of  the  plea. — ^It  is  admitted  that  kelsall. 
this  is  not  a  case  of  partnership  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
the  word;  but  any  one  of  several  joint  creditors^  whether 
in  strictness  a  partnership  exists  or  not^  may  give  a  receipt 
to  a  joint  debtor^  which  will  bind  them  all.  If  three  per- 
sons sue  as  plaintiffs^  a  release  by  one  will  bar  the  others. 
In  the  case  where  a  release  is  given,  the  probabiUty  is  that 
there  is  no  consideration  given  at  all;  but  this  is  not  a 
mere  release,  for  the  plea  states  that  Wallace  received 
lalne  for  it.  Where  several  persons  are  joined  together  in 
ining,  all  are  bound  by  the  act  of  one.  In  Ruddock's 
case  (a)  it  is  laid  down,  that  ''When  in  the  writ  of  error 
the  phiintiffs  shaU  recover  any  personal  thing,  as  if  they 
were  barred  in  an  action  of  debt,  l^pass,  L  for  there 
the  release  of  one  shall  not  bar  the  other,  but  (only)  when 
the  ground  of  the  action  is  a  joint  interest  which  may  be 
released.''  And  that  ''When  two  are  to  recover  a  per- 
sonal thing,  there  the  default  of  the  one  is  the  default 
of  both ;  but  when  they  are  to  discharge  themselves  of  a 
personalty,  there  the  default  of  one  is  not  the  default  of 
both."  A  release  by  one  operates  by  way  of  estoppel,  and 
may  be  without  consideration;  but  here  there  was  a  full 
and  valuable  consideration,  viz.  a  set-off  of  an  equal  sum 
of  money;  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  defendant  had  paid  so 
much  money  in  cash  to  Wallace ;  and  the  satisfaction  was 
therefore  complete.  The  general  principle  laid  down  in  the 
cases  is,  that  a  satisfaction  to  one  of  several  plaintiffs  in 
a  personal  action  is  a  satisfaction  to  all.  In  Richmond  v. 
Hetgfy  {b),  where  one  of  three  partners  undertook  to  pro- 
vide for  two  bills  drawn  by  the  three  partners,  and  accept- 
ed by  a  fourth  person,  it  was  held  that  such  acceptances 

(a)  6  Rep.  25  a,  b.  (6)  I  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  202. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  would  not  Support  a  commission  on  the  petition  of  the 

1840.  . 

>  ,  V  '  ^  three  partners  against  the  acceptor^  although  the  conduct 
Wallacb  Qf  |.jjg  Qjjg  partner  might  as  against  his  co-partners  have 
Kelfall.  been  fraudulent.  Lord  EUenborough  there  said^  ''  Assum- 
ing fraudj  and  that  Spear  was  the  most  fraudulent  man 
alive ;  yet  since  you  must  recover  through  him^  if  he  has 
so  behaved  that  he  cannot  recover  as  one  of  the  three^ 
he  cannot  be  a  petitioning  creditor/'  In  Sparrow  v. 
Chisman  {a),  where  one  of  several  partners  in  a  bank- 
ing-house drew  a  bill  in  his  own  name  upon  a  third 
party^  who  accepted  the  same^  upon  condition  that  the 
drawer  should  provide  for  it  when  due ;  it  was  held  that 
no  action  on  the  bill  lay  against  the  acceptor,  either 
by  the  drawer  alone  or  by  his  firm  jointly.  There  iSoy- 
ley,  J.,  says^  ^^  A  party  to  whom  an  acceptance  is  given 
upon  a  condition  that  he  will  provide  for  it  when  due, 
and  who  does  not  perform  that  condition,  cannot  sue  the 
acceptor;  and  if  Peckover,  (the  partner  who  drew  the  bill), 
could  not  have  sued  alsone,  how  can  he  sue  jointly  with 
others  ?  His  partners,  being  bound  by  his  acts,  cannot 
recover  through  him.''  Jones  v.  Yates  {b)  is  also  an  au- 
thority to  shew,  that  where  one  partner  has  rendered  him- 
self incapable  of  suing  for  partnership  assets,  the  firm 
cannot  maintain  an  action  to  recover  those  assets,  even 
although  the  transaction  out  of  which  his  disabiUty  arose 
was  a  fraud  upon  his  co-partners.  In  that  case,  Sykes 
being  in  partnership  with  Yates  and  Young,  and  also  in 
a  separate  partnership  with  Bury,  indorsed  three  bills,  (the 
property  of  Sykes  &  Bury),  to  Sykes,  Yates,  &  Young,  in 
discharge  of  Sykes's  private  debt  to  the  latter  firm,  and 
immediately  indorsed  the  bills  to  a  creditor  of  theirs. 
Sykes  and  Bury  became  bankrupts ;  and  it  was  held  that 
their  assignees  could  not  maintain  trover  for  the  bills,  nor 


(a)  9  B.  &  C.  241 ;  4  M.  &  R.  (b)  9  B.  &  C.  532;  4  M.  &  R. 

20G.  613. 
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assumpsit  for  money  paid,  against  Yates  &  Young.  Lord  ^*^^'  ^f  ^'««»i 
Tenterden,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says, 
"We  are  not  aware  of  any  instance  in  which  a  person 
has  been  allowed,  as  plaintiff  in  a  Court  of  law,  to  re-  Kelsall. 
scind  his  own  act,  on  the  ground  that  such  act  was  a 
fraud  on  some  other  person ;  whether  the  party  seeking  to 
do  so  was  suing  in  his  own  name  only,  or  jointly  with  such 
other  person.  It  was  well  observed  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendants, that  where  one  of  two  persons  who  have  a  joint 
right  of  action,  dies,  the  right  then  vests  in  the  survivor, 
80  that  in  this  case,  (if  it  be  held  that  Sykes  &  Bury  may 
sue),  if  Bury  had  died  before  Sykes,  Sykes  might  have 
sued  alone,  and  thus  for  his  own  benefit  have  avoided  his 
own  act  by  alleging  his  own  misconduct.^'  Every  remark 
there  made  applies  to  this  case.  If  this  plea  be  held  not 
to  be  a  good  answer  to  the  action,  it  would  follow  that  if 
Wallace  were  to  survive  his  co-plaintiffs,  he  might,  in 
fraud  of  his  own  agreement,  sue  the  defendant  for  the 
very  same  debt  for  which  he  had  himself  received  full 
satisfaction.  It  is  therefore  no  answer  to  this  plea  to  say 
that  this  accord  and  satisfaction  was  fraudulent  as  to  Wal- 
lace's co-creditors;  but  even  if  it  were,  if  the  plaintiffs  in- 
tended to  rely  upon  the  fact  of  fraud,  they  ought  to  have 
replied  it :  even,  however,  assuming  the  existence  of  fraud, 
the  cases  of  Jones  v.  Yates  and  Richmond  v.  Heapy  are 
an  answer  to  that  objection.  [^Parke,  B. — Are  there  not 
cases  which  seem  at  variance  with  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Jones  v.  Yates,  as  far  at  least  as  relates  to  the  question 
of  fraud?]  In  Longman  v.  Pole  (a).  Lord  Tenterden  held 
that  if  a  person  colludes  with  one  partner  in  a  firm  to 
injure  the  other  partners,  those  others  can  maintain  a 
joint  action  on  the  case  against  the  person  so  colluding. 
It  is  submitted,  however,  that  that  case  cannot  be  sup- 
ported.    [Rolfe,  B. — That  would  go  to  shew  that  the  other 

(a)  Moo.  &  Mai  223. 
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Exch.  (f  Pleat,  two  plaintiflfs,  without  Wallace^  might  hare  brought  an 
-  action  against  Kelsall  for  the  injury  done  to  them.]  In 
Wallacb  Bristow  V.  Eastman  {a),  it  was  held  at  nisi  prius  that  one  of 
Kelsall.  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  estate  could  not  give  a  valid  re- 
ceipt for  money  due  to  the  estate^  where  the  express  dissent 
of  the  other  appeared.  That  decision^  howeyer^  does  not 
apply  to  this  case :  it  did  not  proceed  on  the  ground  that 
one  plaintiff  could  not  bind  another^  by  giving  a  discharge 
or  a  release.  Fitch  v.  Sutton  {b)  is  no  authority  against  the 
defendant.  And  in  Smith  Vi  Jameson  {c),  Lord  Kenjfon 
entertained  an  opinion  directly  opposed  to  that  expressed 
in  Bristow  v.  Eastman,  and  held^  that  where  there  are  seve- 
ral assignees  of  a  bankrupt's  estate^  one  of  them  may  re- 
ceive money  belonging  to  the  estate^  and  give  a  good  dis- 
charge for  it.  Besides^  there  is  a  great  difference  between 
the  case  of  assignees  and  that  of  partners  or  co-credi- 
tors, for  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  is  like  a  trustee :  upon 
which  ground  it  was  held  by  Lord  Harduncke,  in  Conn  v. 
Reid  {d),  that  one  assignee  could  not  give  a  valid  receipt, 
and  that  the  co-assignees  must  join.  In  Skatfe  v.  Jack^ 
son  {e),  receipts  signed  by  one  of  two  co-trustees,  and  in 
Farrar  v.  Hutchinson  {g),  a  receipt  given  by  one  partner 
in  the  name  of  the  firm,  but  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
other  partners,  were  held  not  to  be  conclusive.  But  those 
cases  are  not  opposed  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  Jones 
V.  Yates,  but  were  decided  on  the  ground  that  evidence 
was  properly  admissible  to  shew  firaud,  notwithstanding  the 
receipt;  and  the  principle,  that  that  which  operates  as  a 
bar  to  one  plaintiff  is  a  bar  to  the  other  co-plaintiffs,  is 
not  affected  by  those  decisions.  Where  there  are  several 
joint  creditors,  a  party  has  a  good  defence  if  he  has  paid 
any  one  of  them.    In  Bayley  on  Bills,  5th  edit.,  847,  it  is 

(a)  1  Esp.  172 ;  Peake,  223.  {e)  3  B.  &  Cr.  421, 

(6)  5  East,  230.  (^)  1  P.  &  D.  437;  9  Ad.  ft  EL 

(c)lE8p.ll4.  641. 

{d)  3  Atkins,  G95. 
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said — '^  Satisfaction  of  a  bill  or  note^  as  to  one  of  several  Exch.  of  puat, 

partners,  is  a  satisfeustion  as  to  all ;  and  if  a  person  be  a  - 

partner  in  two  firms,  satisfaction  as  to  one  firm  is  so  as      Wallace 

p. 

to  both ;  what  would  bar  one  firm  would  bar  the  other/^  Kelsall. 
That  is  not  confined  to  partnerships,  but  extended  to  the 
case  of  a  party  being  a  member  of  two  firms,  which  would 
be  like  the  case  of  two  co-creditors.  Suppose  the  other 
parties  were  to  die,  and  Wallace  were  to  sue  alone,  surely 
he  would  be  barred;  then  why  should  he  not  in  the 
present  case?  In  Pitzh.  N.  B.  138,  note  (a),  by  Lord 
Hale,  it  is  said,  ^^  In  detinue  of  charters  by  two,  if  the 
defendant  delivers  them  to  one  of  them,  he  shall  be  ex- 
cused against  the  other/'  If  that  be  a  good  defence  as 
to  a  chattel,  why  should  it  not  be  so  as  to  a  debt?  With 
respect  to  fraud,  none  is  here  alleged,  and  it  cannot  be 
implied. 

Hoggins f  in  reply. — ^No  case  has  been  cited  to  shew  that 
where  one  co-creditor,  after  action  brought,  goes  to  the 
debtor  and  receives  the  debt,  and  gives  him  a  discharge,  it  is 
a  good  answer  to  the  action.  But  even  if  it  were,  it  has  not 
been  so  pleaded  in  this  case.  If  the  effect  of  that  which  took 
place  between  Wallace  and  the  defendant  was  to  discharge 
the  defendant  as  against  all  the  plaintiffs,  the  plea  ought 
to  have  alleged  that,  and  not  to  have  alleged  that  Wallace 
only  accepted  in  satisfaction  and  discharge.  In  Kinnerley 
V.  Ha9sack{a),  where  an  agreement  to  set  off  a  specific  joint 
debt  against  specific  separate  debts  was  pleaded,  it  was 
alleged  that  aU  the  parties  had  agreed.  The  plea  should 
either  have  shewn  that  Wallace  had  authority  to  make  the 
settlement,  or  should  have  stated  that  all  the  three  had 
agreed.  It  should  have  been  pleaded  as  satisfaction  to  all. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — K  payment  to  one  is  payment  to 
all,  it  is  the  same  as  if  pleaded  as  payment  to  all.]     The 

(a)  2  Tatmt.  170. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  defendant  should  have  said  that  payment  to  one  was  pay- 
^     ment  to  all.     [Parke,  B. — Have  you  any  authority  for 
Wallace      that  position^  that  payment  to  one  may  be  pleaded  as 
Kelsall.      payment  to  all?]     The  ordinary  rule  of  pleading  is  to  set 
out  the  legal  effect  of  a  transaction^  which  here  was^  as  it 
is  said^  payment  to  all.    The  case  of  a  release  is  an  excep- 
tion^ because  otherwise  there  would  be  a  variance  between 
the  allegation  and  the  deed.    Almost  all  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited  occurred  before  the  new  rules  came  into 
operation^  when  a  defence  of  this  kind  need  not  have  been 
specially  pleaded.    They  are,  therefore,  not  in  point  as  to 
the  form  of  the  plea. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  plea  is 
good ;  and  that,  as  it  is  competent  for  one  of  three  joint 
plaintiffs  to  release  a  joint  debt,  it  is  competent  to  one  of 
three  joint  plaintiffs  to  settle  the  action,  so  as  to  protect 
himself  from  being  obliged  to  sue.  The  case  that  might 
be  suggested  has  been  properly  put  in  argument.  Sup- 
pose, after  this  accord  and  satisfaction,  two  of  the  plain- 
tiffs were  to  die,  and  the  only  person  surviving  were  the 
person  who  gave  the  accord  and  satisfaction,  it  is  quite 
plain,  in  that  case,  that  he  could  not  have  sued  for  this 
debt.  If  it  is  not  illegal,  the  accord  and  satisfaction  ope- 
rates as  a  release  by  him ;  and  if  it  is  a  release  by  him,  that 
is  sufficient.  This  is  an  accord  and  satisfaction  by  one, 
and  no  fraud  is  suggested,  nor  can  it  be  presumed :  we 
have  just  as  much  right  to  presume  that  the  other  parties 
authorized  him  to  settle  the  action,  as  that  the  settlement 
was  fraudulent.  If  any  question  of  fraud  were  to  arise,  so 
as  to  do  away  with  this  transaction,  it  ought  to  be  put  upon 
the  record,  so  that  we  might  see  the  effect  of  it.  Upon 
this  case  as  it  stands,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  a  clear  case  of 
accord  and  satisfaction;  it  is  a  payment  of  the  debt  bj 
this  defendant  to  that  one  party,  who  has  agreed  to  ac- 
cept it,  and  no  longer  to  go  on  with  the  action. 
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Pabke^  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  opinion  with  my  Lord  Exeh,  of  puas. 
Chief  Baron^  that  this  is  a  good  plea.  It  is  pleaded  in  bar  ^  ^  '  ^ 
to  the  further  maintenance  of  this  action^  and  if  it  is  a  Wallace 
good  accord  and  satisfaction^  it  may  be  so  pleaded.  The  Kelsall. 
question  is^  whether  it  is  a  good  accord  and  satisfaction. 
There  was  another  action  for  a  separate  demand.  There 
was  a  sum  of  money  due  from  the  defendant  to  one  of  the 
plaintiffs^  and  there  was  a  sum  of  money  due  from  that 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  A  settlement  of  accounts  took 
place :  the  one  plaintiff  to  whom  a  certain  debt  was  due 
agreed  that  the  one  debt  should  be  set  off  against  the  other^ 
and  so  the  balance  was  paid.  If  that  transaction  be  free 
from  frauds  (and  I  do  not  see  that  the  record  imputes 
fraud  to  any  one)^  it  is  distinctly  agreed  that  there  should 
be  accord  and  satisfaction  between  the  plaintiffs  jointly  and 
the  defendant.  In  the  case  referred  to^  of  Jones  v.  Yates,  the 
principle  of  the  decision  is^  that  if  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
barred^  he  cannot  recover  by  joining  other  plaintiffs  in 
an  action  to  undo  his  own  act.  In  this  case^  no  doubt^  the 
plaintiff  Wallace^  who  has  made  this  agreement^  is  barred 
by  his  own  agreement  to  set  off  one  debt  against  the 
other ;  and  he  cannot  undo  the  transaction  by  joining  the 
other  two  plaintiffs  with  him  for  that  purpose.  I  am  of 
opinion^  therefore^  that  this  is  a  good  plea^  supposing  there 
was  no  frtkud^  and  there  is  no  imputation  of  any.  We 
cannot  assume  that  there  was  any  frauds  unless  it  be  al- 
leged in  the  pleadings :  and  when  the  question  arises  whe- 
ther the  fact  of  fraud  would  make  any  difference^  I  appre- 
hend the  same  answer  may  be  given  as  was  used  in  the  case 
of  Jones  V.  Yates,  that  a  person  cannot  be  allowed^  as  a 
plaintiff  in  a  court  of  law^  to  rescind  his  own  act  by  join- 
ing his  co-partners  with  him.  The  case  of  Skaife  v.  Jack- 
son  and  Farrar  v.  Hutchinson  steer  clear  of  that  pointy  and 
are  plainly  distinguishable;  they  were  decided  on  the 
ground  that  a  receipt  given  for  money  is  not  conclusive^ 
and  that  a  plaintiff  may^  notwithstanding^  shew  that  the 
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Wallace 

V, 

Kelsall. 


Exeh.  of  PUat,  moncj  has  not  in  fact  been  paid.    It  is  unnecessary  for 

us  to  give  an  opinion  on  the  case  of  frauds  because  that 
is  not  presumed ;  and  this  case  is  decided  simply  on  the 
ground^  that  one  of  the  parties  has  received  satisfaction  for 
a  joint  demand  due  to  himself  and  others^  which  puts  an 
end  to  such  joint  demand^  and  thaik  he  cannot  afterwards, 
by  joining  the  other  parties  with  him  as  plaintiffs^  recover 
that  debt. 


Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Were  we  to 
decide  otherwise,  it  is  plain  it  might  lead  to  this  absur- 
dity, that  supposing  the  plaintiff  Wallace  to  have  received 
a  full  discharge  of  the  debt;  yet  he  might,  if  he  survived 
the  other  parties,  recover  the  whole  of  it  over  again. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


A  plea  merely 
in  the  negative 
need  not  con- 
clude with  a 
▼erification. 

To  an  action 
of  assumpsit  for 
work  and  labour 
as  an  attorney, 
the  defendant 
pleaded  non  as- 
•umpsit  infra 
•ex  annos,  and 
concluded  with 
a  prayer  of 
judgment,  omit- 
ting  the  verifi- 
cation : — Heldf 
on  special  de- 
murrer, that  the 


BoDENHAM  and  Others  v.  Hill. 

A.SSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour  as  attomies,  with  a 
count  on  an  account  stated. 

Plea,  that  the  defendant  did  not  within  six  years  next 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  promise  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  plaintiffs  have  above  alleged,  wherefore 
she  prays  judgment  if  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  their 
aforesaid  action  against  her. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea, 
though  purporting  to  contain  matters  in  bar  of  the  da- 
mages and  rights  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 

plea  waa  good. 
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does  not  conclude  either  with  a  verification  or  to  the  Exch,  of  Pleat, 
country ;  that  though  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  it     ^    ^^^'  . 
nevertheless  concludes  with  a  prayer  of  judgment ;  and     Bodenham 
that  it  is  wrong  in  form,  inasmuch  as  it  states  that  the  de-        HrLL. 
fendant  did  not  promise  within  six  years  &c.,  whereas  it 
ought  to  have  stated  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue 
within  six  years. 

The  defendant's  points  marked  for  argument  were,  that 
negative  pleas,  which  contain  no  affirmative  allegations,  do 
not  require  to  be  verified,  and  according  to  the  rules  of 
good  pleading  ought  not  to  conclude  with  a  verification ; 
that  pleas  which  do  not  conclude  to  the  country,  must  at 
common  law  conclude  to  the  Court,  by  praying  judgment 
from  the  Court ;  and  that  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  H.  T. 
4  Will.  4,  provide  "  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  use 
any  prayer  of  judgment,''  but  those  rules  have  not  for- 
bidden the  use  of  such  a  prayer,  the  introduction  of 
which  appears  to  be  necessary,  or  at  least  convenient,  when 
a  plea  being  in  the  negative,  its  termination  is  not  denoted 
by  a  verification ;  that  when  the  cause  of  action  is  com- 
plete at  the  time  of  the  promise,  as  in  cases  like  the  pre- 
sent^ of  indebitatus  assumpsit,  the  defendant  may  plead 
Hon  assumpsit  infra  sex  annos,  or  actio  non  accrevit  infra 
sex  annos,  at  his  election. 

Whateley  appeared  to  argue  in  support  of  the  demurrer ; 
but  was  stopped  by  tlie  Court,  who  called  upon 

Manning,  Seijt.,  to  support  the  plea. —  This  being  a  plea 
merely  in  the  negative,  and  containing  no  averment  of  any 
aflBrmative  matter,  need  not,  and,  according  to  the  rules  of 
good  pleading,  ought  not,  to  be  verified.  There  are  many 
authorities  in  the  old  books  to  that  effect.  [Parke,  B. — A 
plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  not  simply  a  negative 
plea;  it  is  in  confession  and  avoidance.]  All  that  is  new  is  a 
negative  proposition ;  and  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  offer 
to  prove  that  upon  which  both  parties  are  agreed.    In 

VOL.  VII.  u  M.  w. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  Co.  Litt.  303.  a,  it  is  said — "  Counts  or  such  as  be  in  na- 
'  ^  ture  of  counts  (as  an  avowry,  wherein  the  defendant  is 
BoDENUAM  an  actor,)  need  not  to  be  averred,  but  all  other  pleas  in 
Hill.  the  affirmative  ought  to  be  averred,  et  hoc  paratus  est 
verificare,  &c.,  but  pleas  merely  in  the  negative  ought  not 
to  be  averred,  because  a  negative  cannot  be  proved/' 
The  same  position  is  to  be  found  in  Mr.  Serjeant  Eure's 
Doctrina  Placitandi,  50,  which  is  a  work  of  the  highest 
authority  (a),  and  the  same  reason  for  the  distinction  is 
there  stated  as  given  by  Lord  Coke :  '^  Pleas  in  the  nega- 
tive need  not  be  averred,  nor  aught  (nee  doient)  to  be 
averred ;  because  a  negative  cannot  be  proved.'^  This  dis- 
tinction is  recognised  in  Millner  v.  Crowdall  [b),  which  is 
directly  in  point.  That  was  an  "  action  on  the  case  for  fees, 
&c.,  and  indebitatus  for  fees  and  labour  in  al'  negot.  The 
defendant  pleaded  the  stat.  1  Jac.  1,  c.  7,  s.  1,  that  no  bill 
was  delivered  under  the  plaintiff's  hand.  Demurrer,  be* 
cause  he  had  not  averred  his  plea.  But  the  Court  said.  It 
is  needless,  if  a  negative  plea.''  The  same  point  was  de- 
cided in  Obin  v.  Knott  (c),  where  it  was  held  that  "  nul  tiel 
record,  being  in  the  negative,  need  not  be  averred."  The 
same  distinction  is  alluded  to  in  the  notes  to  Thursby  v. 
Plant  {d).  This  was  the  old  law,  and  any  modem  practice 
of  concluding  these  pleas  with  a  verification  is  incorrect 
and  altogether  useless.  In  the  forms  in  common  use,  the 
plea  certainly  concludes  with  an  averment.  But  this  is 
easily  accounted  for.  It  takes  less  time  to  insert  half  a 
dozen  words,  than  to  consider  whether  they  may  be  safely 
omitted ;  a  principle  which  has  been  largely  acted  upon  in 
drawing  conveyances  and  acts  of  Parliament,  as  well  as 
pleadings.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  {e),  and  by  Mr. 
Serjt.  Eure  (/),  that  an  avowry,  being  in  the  nature  of  a 

(a)  "Nota:   fVilles,  C.  J.,  said,  (c)  Fortesc.  339. 

There  is  more  law  and  learning  in  {d)  1  Wms.  Saund.  235. 

Doctrina  Placitandi,  than  in  any  (e)  Suprii. 

other  book  he  knew,"  2  Wils.  88.  (/*)  lb. 

(6)  1  Show.  338. 
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count,  need  not  be  averred,  and  this  was  distinctly  so  held  ^^f\rf  Pi^tu, 

'  *  ^       ,  1840. 

in  Brett  v.  Rigden  [a) ;  yet  it  is  probable  that  not  a  single 
pleader  in  Court,  either  on  the  bench  or  at  the  bar,  has 
ever  met  with  an  avowry  or  a  cognizance  which  had  not  ^'^^• 
this  useless  and  informal  addition.  Breifs  case  is  cited 
by  Lord  Coke,  who  also  refers  to  27  Hen.  8,  f.  27,  which 
appears  to  be  a  misprint,  27  Hen.  6,  and  9  Hen.  7,  are  also 
dted,  without  giving  any  page.  These  are  probably 
references  to  some  records  which  Lord  Coke  had  seen,  as 
no  case  has  been  found  in  either  of  those  years  to  which 
the  references  can  apply.  Li  Knowles  v.  Stevens  (i),  it  is 
stated  in  the  marginal  note,  that  since  the  rules  of  H. 
T.  4  Will.  4,  a  plea  must  conclude  with  a  verification  or 
to  the  country.  But  in  that  case  there  was  no  prayer 
of  judgment,  and  all  that  the  Court  said  was,  that  there 
ought  to  have  been  a  conclusion  to  the  plea.  It  might 
perhaps  have  been  contended,  that  since  the  rules  of  H^ 
T.  4  Will.  4,  a  prayer  of  judgment  was  not  necessary;  but 
the  attention  of  the  Court  was  principally  drawn  to  the 
substance  of  the  plea,  and  the  plea  being  held  to  be  defec- 
tive in  substance,  the  formal  objection  became  immaterial, 
and  appears  not  to  have  been  much  considered. 

A  conclusion  to  the  country  would  have  been  clearly 
bad ;  and  the  only  proper  way  of  concluding  is,  to  pray 
the  judgment  of  the  Court ;  which  is  imobjectionable ;  for 
there  is  nothing  in  the  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  reg.  9,  to 
prohibit  the  use  of  it  when  convenient.  [Parke,  B. — The 
introduction  of  a  prayer  of  judgment  where  it  is  unneces- 
sary^ is  no  ground  of  demurrer.  The  only  consequence  is 
that  the  unnecessary  words  will  be  disallowed  on  taxing 
the  costs.] 

As  to  the  form  of  the  plea,  where  the  debt  is  due  at  the 
time  of  the  promise  alleged,  non  assumpsit  infra  sex  an- 
nos  is  clearly  a  good  plea :  2  Wms.  Saunders,  63  b. 

The  defendant  is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment. 

(a)  Plowd.  342.  (6)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  26. 

U2 
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Exeh,  of  PUoM,  Whateley,  contra. — It  has  been  the  constant  practice 
^  .^^  among  pleaders  for  many  years  to  conclude  pleas  of  this 
BoDENHAM  nature  with  a  verification,  and  the  old  law  must  be  consi- 
Hill.  dered  as  altered  in  this  respect.  Every  plea  must  contain 
a  conclusion  either  to  the  Court  or  to  the  country.  In 
Knowles  v.  Stevens  {a),  it  was  so  held.  The  case  of  Millner  v. 
Crowdall  was  there  cited,  and  must  be  considered  as  having 
been  overruled.  [Parke,  B. — In  the  case  of  Knowle*  v. 
Stevens yihQ  plea  had  no  conclusion  at  all,  and  the  Court  held 
that  a  plea  without  any  conclusion  was  bad;  but  this  point 
was  not  raised  at  all.]  In  Chitty  on  Pleading  (i),  it  is  said — 
'^  It  is  an  established  rule  in  pleading,  that  whenever  new 
matter  is  introduced  on  either  side,  the  pleading  must 
conclude  with  a  verification  or  averment :''  for  which  the 
author  cites  1  Wms.  Saund.  103,  a,  3,  and  n. ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader  (E.  33).  This  is  new  matter,  because  it  may  be 
answered  in  several  ways.  [Parke,  B. — The  defendant 
does  not  take  away  firom  you  any  opportunity  of  replying 
by  this  form  of  pleading.]  In  Jones  v.  Pope{c),  and 
Duppa  V.  Mayo  (d),  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
was  concluded  with  a  verification;  and  in  Cowper  v. 
Towers  {e)  the  same  conclusion  was  adopted.  It  may  be 
doubted  whether  this  is  a  plea  in  the  negative. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  add  a  verification  to  a  plea  like  the  present.  I 
am  not  aware  that  the  hoc  paratus  est  verificare  is  of  any 
value,  and  it  is  desirable  to  get  rid  of  useless  forms.  Be- 
sides which,  my  Brother  Manning  has  shewn,  by  referring 
to  the  ancient  authorities,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  insert 
it.  The  general  practice  among  pleaders  in  modem  days 
has  undoubtedly  been  in  conformity  with  what  Mr.  Whate- 
ley  has  said ;  but  it  appears  to  have  been  unnecessary. 

(fl)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  26.  {d)  1  Wms.  Saund.  280. 

{h)  Vol.  1,  p.  557.  (e)  1  Lutw.  98, 

(c)  1  Wms.  Saund.  37. 
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Parke^  B. — ^The  general  practice  has  undoubtedly  been  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
to  conclude  these  pleas  with  a  verification.     I  always     v...^.^^ 
adopted  that  conclusion  myself,  and  the  point  now  raised     Bodenham 
is  quite  new  to  me.     However,  my  Brother  Manning  has        Hill. 
satisfied  me  that  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  add  the  veri- 
fication,  and  I  think  the  good  sense  of  the  matter  is, 
that  a  party  should  not  be  required  to  verify  that  which  it 
does  not  lie  upon  him  to  prove.     In  the  case  of  Knowles  v. 
Stevens,  this  point  was  not  raised. 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Webb,  Treasurer  to  the  Commissioners  for  building  a 
new  Gaol,  &c.,  for  the  Borough  of  Carmarthen,  v,  James 
and  Others. 


Di 


'EBT  on  bond. — ^The  defendants  craved  oyer  of  the  Debt  on  bond 
bond,  which  was  set  out,  and  was  as  follows : — '^  Enow  all  appointed  by 

Commissioners 
acting  under  a 
locml  Lighting  and  Paving  Act,  against  a  collector  of  rates  And  his  sureties.  The  defendants 
Craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and  condition,  which  recited,  inter  alia,  that  H.  J.,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, had  been  appointed  collector  of  the  rates  due  and  payable  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act, 
and  bad  been  called  upon  to  give  security  for  the  due  performance  of  the  office ;  and  the  con- 
dition was,  inter  alia,  for  the  collection  of  all  such  rates  as  H.  J.  should  be  directed  to  demand 
and  obtain  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  and  for  delivering  a  true  account  of  and  paying  to  the 
treasnrer  of  the  Commissioners,  all  monies  by  him  received  "  by  virtue  and  for  the  purposes  of 
the  said  act."  The  defendants  then  pleaded,  so  far  as  related  to  that  part  of  the  condition,  that 
*'  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  appointment  no  rate  was  made  or  in  any  way  existed  which  he, 
the  »aid  H.  /.,  co^d  iegally  or  according  to  law  collect  or  get  in,  or  could  legally  or  according  to 
law  demand  or  obtain  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  and  that  he  did  not  at  any  time  during  the  conti- 
miance  of  his  said  appointment,  legally  receive  any  money  by  virtue  or  for  the  purposes  of  the 
said  actor  relative  to  the  coUectorship  of  the  said  rates:" — 

Held,  IsL,  that  the  plea  would  have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer,  if  the  objection  had  been 
auffidently  pointed  out,  for  attempting  to  raise  an  issue  of  law,  and  for  not  shewing  positively, 
either  that  no  rate  was  made,  or  in  what  the  alleged  illegality  consisted. 

2ndly,  that  the  first  part  of  the  plea,  which  stated  "  that  no  rate  was  made,  or  in  any  way 
existed  which  he,  the  said  H.  J.,  could  legally  or  according  to  law  collect  or  get  in,"  &c.,  not 
being  specially  demurred  to,  was  a  substantial  defence  to  the  action,  as  shewing  a  sufficient  ex- 
cuse for  non  performance  of  the  condition ;  and  that  the  rest  of  the  plea  might  be  rejected  as 
surplusage. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  men  by  these  presents^  that  we  Henry  James^  of  the 

county  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen^  yictualler^  William 
Morgan^  of  the  same  place^  currier^  and  John  Lewis^  of 
the  same  place,  timber  merchant,  are  jointly  and  seve- 
rally held  and  firmly  bound  to  Thomas  Taylor  Webb,  of 
&c..  Treasurer  appointed  by  the  Commissioners  acting 
under  and  by  yirtue  of  an  act  made  and  passed  in  the 
32nd  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George 
the  3rd,  intituled,  &c.,  in  the  penal  sum  of  j£250,  of 
&c.,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Thomas  Taylor  Webb,  as 
such  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  and  his  successors  for  the 
time  being,  for  which  payment  to  be  well  and  faith- 
fully made,  we  bind  ourselves  jointly,  and  each  of  ns 
bindeth  himself  severally,  and  our  and  each  of  our  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  firmly,  by  these  presents, 
sealed,  &c.  The  defendants  also  craved  oyer  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond,  which  was  as  follows : — "  Whereas,  in  and 
by  the  above-mentioned  act,  it  was  amongst  other  things 
enacted,  that  the  Commissioners  therein  mentioned,  or  any 
five  or  more  of  them,  should  and  might  from  time  to  time 
nominate,  constitute,  and  appoint  one  or  more  treasurer 
or  treasurers,  clerk  or  clerks,  surveyor  or  surveyors^  and 
such  collector  of  the  rates  thereinafter  mentioned,  and 
such  other  officers  as  they  should  find  necessary  for  the 
execution  of  the  said  act,  and  might  from  time  to  time 
remove  and  displace  all  or  any  of  them,  and  nominate  and 
appoint  such  other  person  or  persons  in  the  room  of  him 
or  them  who  should  be  so  removed,  and  that  the  said 
Commissioners  should  and  might,  and  they  were  thereby 
authorised  and  required  to  take  such  security  from  time 
to  time,  for  the  due  execution  of  the  said  offices  respec- 
tively, as  the  said  Commissioners  should  think  proper: 
And  whereas  the  said  Henry  James  hath  been  duly  elect- 
ed and  appointed  collector  of  the  rates  due  and  paya- 
ble under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  and  hath  been 
called  upon  to  give  security  for  the  due  performance  of 
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the  said  office  of  collector  of  the  rates :  now  the  condi-  JSxeh.  of  Pieat, 

1840. 

dition  of  the  above  written  obligation  is  such^  that  if  the 
above  bounden  Henry  James  shall  from  time  to  time 
and  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
appointment^  or  of  any  future  appointment  or  appoint- 
ments of  him  as  collector  as  aforsaid^  well  and  faithfully 
collect  and  get  in  all  such  rates  as  he  may  be  directed  to 
demand  and  obtain^  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  and  do 
and  shall  deliver  to  the  said  treasurer  all  books  and 
papers,  and  a  true  and  perfect  account  in  writing  of  all 
matters  and  things  committed  to  his  charge  by  virtue  of 
the  hereinbefore  recited  act,  and  also  of  all  monies  which 
shall  have  been  by  him  received,  by  virtue  and  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  act,  and  shall  and  do  pay  all  such 
monies  as  shall  have  been  received  by  him  to  the  said 
Thomas  Taylor  Webb,  or  his  successors,  as  treasurer  for 
the  time  being,  acting  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  relative  to 
the  oollectorship  of  the  said  rates ;  then  this  obligation  to 
be  void,  or  otherwise  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect/'     The  defendants  then  pleaded: 

First,  non  est  factum. 

Secondly,  that  there  was  not  any  other  or  future  ap- 
pointment of  him  the  said  Henry  James  as  collector  as 
aforesaid,  except  the  appointment  in  the  condition  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  during  that  appointment,  he  performed 
^e  condition  of  the  bond.    Verification. 

Thirdly,  the  defendants  say  that  there  was  not  any 
other  or  future  appointment  of  him  the  said  Henry  James 
as  collector  as  aforesaid,  except  the  said  appointment  in 
the  said  condition  mentioned ;  and  that  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  said  appointment,  no  rate  was  made  or  in 
any  way  existed,  which  he  the  said  Henry  James  could 
legally,  or  according  to  law,  collect  or  get  in,  or  could 
legally,  or  according  to  law,  demand  or  obtain  by  virtue  of 
his  said  office;  and  that  he  did  not  at  any  time  during  the 
contimumce  of  Ids  said  appointment  legally  receive  any 
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Exch.  of  puat,  money  by  virtue  or  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act,  or  re- 
lative to  the  collectorship  of  the  said  rates ;  and  that  he 
did  from  time  to  time^  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
appointment^  deliver  to  the  said  treasurer  all  books  and 
papers>  and  a  true  and  perfect  account  in  writings  of  all 
itiatters  and  things  committed  to  his  charge  by  virtue  <A 
the  act  rdcited  in  the  said  condition.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer^  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  said  last 
plea  neither  avers  performance  of  the  condition  of  the 
said  writing  obligatory,  nor  excuses  the  non-performance. 
That  it  does  not  contain  any  matter  of  excuse  for  the  said 
Henry  James  not  delivering  an  account  of  all  monies  by 
him  received  by  virtue  or  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act; 
or  for  the  non-payment  of  all  such  monies  as  were  by  him 
received  relative  to  the  collectorship  of  the  said  rates;  That 
the  said  last  plea  does  not  deny  that  the  said  Henry  James 
received  such  monies,  but  avers  that  he  did  not  receive  the 
same  legally ;  and  that  the  defendants  cannot  be  allowed 
to  allege  the  illegality  of  the  act  of  the  said  Heniy 
James,  in  excuse  for  his  non-performance  of  the  said  con- 
dition. That  the  said  defendant,  Henry  James,  cannot  be 
allowed  to  set  up  or  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong  or 
illegal  acts.  And  also  for  that  the  said  last  plea  admits 
that  the  said  Henry  James  did  receive  monies  by  virtue 
and  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act  and  relative  to  the  said 
collectorship,  but  denies  that  the  same  were  received  le- 
gally by  him.  And  also  for  that  so  much  of  the  said  last 
plea  as  relates  to  the  said  monies,  is  a  negative  pregnant, 
admitting  the  receipt  of  such  monies ;  and  it  is  uncertain 
and  ambiguous  whether  by  the  said  plea  it  is  intended  to 
deny  the  receipt  of  such  monies,  or  to  admit  such  recdpt, 
and  to  allege  the  illegality  thereof.  That  the  plaintiff 
cannot  take  any  certain  issue  on  the  said  plea,  or  any 
matter  of  fact  therein,  but  must  take  issue  on  the  legality 
or  illegality  of  the  receipt  by  the  said  Henry  James  of 
the  said  monies.    And  for  that,  if  the  defendants  had 
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intended  to  rely  on  any  illegality  in  the  receipt  of  the  said  Steh,  of  Pleat 

money,  such  illegality  ought  to  have  been  specially  stated^     ^  ^^^'  ^ 

and  the  facts  constitutiiig  such  illegality  averred  in  the  said         Webb 

plea;  and  it  ought  to  have  been  shewn  what  monies  had  been        james. 

illegally  received,  and  why  and  wherein  the  receipt  thereof 

was  illegal.   And  that  the  said  plea  does  not  show  that  the 

supposed  illegality  was  not  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the 

said  Henry  James ;  and  for  that  the  said  plea  is  confined 

to  such  monies  as  were  received  by  the  said  Henry  James 

during  the  continuance  of  his  said  appointment  in  that 

plea  mentioned,  or  some  other  or  future  appointment^ 

whereas  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  is 

general,  and  ejrtends  to  all  monies  received  by  virtue  and 

for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act,  and  relative  to  the  collec- 

torship  of  rates,   whether  the  same  should  have  been 

received  during  the  continuance  of  such  appointments  or 

at  any  other  time. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  defendants'  points,  marked  for  argument,  were, — 
that  the  last  plea  is  good,  inasmuch  as  it  alleges  a  sub- 
stantial performance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  intention  thereof,  which  intention  was 
merely  to  insure  the  due  collection,  and  payment  over  by 
the  collector  to  the  treasurer,  of  all  monies  which  he  could 
legally  collect,  and  had  legally  received  in  his  ofSce  of  coU 
lector,  and  not  to  insure  the  collection  or  payment  over  of 
rates  which  the  collector  was  not  authorized  by  his  office 
to  collect. 

fFUles,  in  Support  of  the  demurrer. — Independently  of 
the  special  grounds  of  demurrer  to  this  plea,  it  shews 
neither  a  performance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  nor  an 
excuse  for  non-performance.  It  is  consistent  with  the 
plea  that  a  rate  may  have  been  made  with  some  trifling  ir^ 
regularity  in  it,  and  which  the  rate  payers,  either  through 
good  feeling  or  from  a  desire  to  avoid  litigation,  did  not 
choose  td  contest.     Then  is  the  rate  collector,  the  mere 
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Bxch.  of  Pleat,  servant  of  the  commissioners^  and  who  has  received  the 
^     ^^'  .     amount  of  such  a  rate  for  them^  to  be  permitted  to  set  up 
Webb         its  irregularity  as  an  excuse  for  not  giving  an  account  of 
J  AM  Li.        the  monies  collected  under  it  ?     That  would  be  highly  in- 
convenient^ and  also  contrary  to  the  principle  deducible 
from  Com.  Dig.^  Accompt^  A.^  where  it  is  stated  to  be  a 
good  plea  in  account^  ''  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  disseisor, 
and  that  the  disseisee  hath  re-entered/'     So  here^  the  de- 
fendants ought  at  least  to  have  shewn  that  the  party  is 
liable  to  refund  the  money  received. — He  was  then  stop- 
ped by  the  Court,  who  called  upon 

E.  V.  Williams  to  support  the  plea. — The  plea  is 
good,  as  shewing  a  substantial  performance  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond.  The  terms  of  the  condition  must, 
according  to  Lord  Arlington  v.  Merrick  (a),  and  the 
authorities  cited  in  the  note  to  that  case,  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  recital;  and  it  is  recited  here, 
that  the  defendant, ''  Henry  James,  hath  been  duly  elected 
and  appointed  collector  of  the  rates  due  and  pen/able  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  and  hath  been  called  upon  to 
give  security  for  the  due  performance  of  the  said  office  of 
collector  of  the  rates.''  The  condition  cannot,  therefore, 
apply  to  an  irregular  rate,  for  that  would  not  be  '*  due  and 
payable  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act.''  In  Nares  v. 
Howies  {b),  the  bond  declared  on  was  taken  to  secure  the 
collection  of  duties  imposed  by  statute,  and  the  defendant 
moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the 
duties  were  not  authorized  by  the  act :  and  Lord  EUenbo- 
rough,  C.  J.,  said,  *'  Looking  at  the  condition  of  this  bond 
as  it  appears  upon  the  record,  I  cannot  say  that  if  the 
rates  were  collected  without  authority,  the  collector  could 
be  called  upon  to  pay  them  over,  because  he  would  be  an- 
swerable to  the  individuals  from  whom  he  had  illegally 

(a)  2  Wms.  Saund.  403.  {h)  14  East^  510. 
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received  the  money,  and  would  be  entitled  to  retain  it  for  Exeh,  of  Pieat, 
his  own  indemnity/'  [Parke,  B. — That  dictum  surely  ^  ^  ^ 
ought  to  be  qualified ;  for  if  money  be  paid  with  know-  Webb 
ledge  of  the  facts,  it  cannot  be  recovered  back.  Must  not  james. 
the  collector  pay  over  to  the  commissioners  all  monies 
received  by  him  for  them  as  rates?]  That  is  not  the 
question  here.  The  question  is,  whether  monies  not  re' 
ceived  by  virtue  of  the  act  come  within  the  terms  of  this 
condition.  The  defendant  James  may  perhaps  be  liable 
to  the  commissioners  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, though  the  money  be  collected  imder  an  irregular 
rate;  but  his  sureties  have  a  right  to  shew,  by  their  plea, 
that  the  money  does  not  come  within  the  terms  of  the 
condition  (a).  They  are  responsible  for  his  official  receipts 
alone :  he  himself  may  be  answerable  for  his  unofficial  or 
extra-official  receipts  also;  but  his  sureties  have  only 
bound  themselves  in  respect  of  the  monies  which  shall 
have  come  into  his  hands  officially ;  and  if  their  plea  dis« 
closes  that  no  monies  can  possibly  have  so  come  to  his 
hands,  it  affords  a  good  answer  to  the  action^  [He  cited 
Tke  Wardens  of  SI.  Saviour's,  Southwark,  v.  Bostock  (4), 
and  Horton  v.  Day,  cited  by  Twysden,  J.,  in  Lord  Arling- 
ton V.  Merrick  (c).]  As  to  the  special  grounds  of  demurrer^ 
they  are  pointed  to  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  Henry 
James  did  not  "  legally  receive  any  money  by  virtue  or 
for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act,  or  relative  to  the  col- 
lectorship  of  the  said  rates;''  but  they  are  not  sufficiently 
pointed  to  the  averment,  "  that  during  the  continuance  of 
the  said  appointment,  no  rate  was  made  or  in  any  way 
existed,  which  he,  the  said  Henry  James,  could  legally  or 
according  to  law  demand  or  obtain  by  virtue  of  his  said 
office*"  This  allegation,  for  the  reasons  already  urged, 
affords  a  substantial  answer  to  the  action.    The  Court 


(a)  See  1  Wms.  Saund.  414,  n.  5.  (b)  2  N.  R.  175. 

(c)  2  Saund.  414. 


Webb 

V. 

James. 
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Exeh.  nf  puat,  cannot  presume  that  the  defendant  received  any  money, 
when  the  plea  shews  that  there  was  no  rate  in  existence 
which  he  could  legally  collect. 

Willes,  in  reply. — The  plea,  if  bad  as  to  the  principal,  is 
bad  also  as  to  the  sureties;  and>  admitting  the  general 
principle  that  the  condition  must  be  construed  with  refer- 
ence  to  the  recital,  still  the  language  of  it  is  large  enough 
to  include  the  case  of  an  irregular  rate.  There  is  a  section 
in  the  local  act  giving  protection  to  persons  acting  in  pur- 
suance of  its  provisions,  which  would  be  unnecessary  and 
useless  unless  it  extended  to  irregular  acts,  and  therefore 
must  be  construed  to  extend  to  them  {a) ;  and  the  condition 
of  the  bond  should  have  a  similar  construction*  \^Parke,  B. 
— But  unless  there  are  other  monies  to  be  received  by  the 
collectors  besides  the  rates,  that  part  of  the  plea  relied  upon 
by  Mr.  Williams  is  a  substantial  answer  to  the  action,  for 
it  shews  that  there  was  no  rate  in  existence  which  James 
could  legally  collect,  and  the  Court  cannot  presume  that 
he  collected  an  illegal  rate.]  The  act  mentions  mortgage 
monies.  \_Parke,  B. — ^They  are  not  within  the  province  of 
the  rate  collectors.]  At  all  events,  the  plea  is  incorrect  in 
point  of  form ;  for  it  is  a  negative  pregnant^  and  leaves  it 
ambiguous  whether  the  defence  is  that  no  money  was  re« 
ceived  at  all,  or  that  it  was  received  in  fact^  but  illegally. 
Bac.  Abr.,  Pleas  and  Pleadings,  title  "Negative  Pregnant.'' 
[Parke,  B. — That  objection  is  not  pointed  to  the  alle- 
gation relied  on  by  the  defendants.]  Then  that  allegation 
is  bad,  as  tending  to  raise  an  issue  on  matter  of  law.  It 
should  have  shewn  as  a  fact  in  what  the  alleged  illegality 
of  the  rate  consisted,  and  ought  not  to  have  left  it  to  a 
jury  to  decide  whether  a  legal  rate  was  made  or  not: 
Abbot  of  Strata  Mercella's  case  (A)>  Hume  v.  lAversidge  (c), 

(*)  See  Butler  v.  Ford,  1  C.  &  M.  662.  (6)  9  Rep.  24. 

(c)  1  C.  &  M.  332. 
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Ransford  v.  Cqpeland  (a).    Hume  v.  Liversidge  shews  that  Exch.  of  puas, 
this  objection  is  sufficiently  raised  by  the  statement  in  the  ^ 

demurrer,  that  the  plaintiflF  cannot  take  any  certain  issue  yf^BB 
on  the  plea.  [Parke,  B. — The  context  of  the  language  James. 
used  in  setting  forth  the  causes  of  demurrer,  shews  that 
that  objection  also  is  pointed  to  the  allegation  in  the  plea 
as  to  the  iUegal  receipts  of  the  money,  which  may  be  re- 
jected  as  surplusage,  and  not  to  the  statement,  that  '^  no 
rate  was  made,  or  in  any  way  existed,  which  he,  the  said 
Henry  James,  could  legally  or  according  to  law  demand  or 
obtain  by  virtue  of  his  said  office.^'  That  allegation  must 
be  considered  as  if  it  were  pleaded  alone,  and  came  before 
the  court  on  general  demurrer.  The  rest  of  the  plea, 
which  is  specially  demurred  to,  may  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age    You  had  better  amend.] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B,^ — The  Court  were  at  first  disposed 
to  decide  with  Mr.  WUles,  on  the  ground  that  the  coUectw' 
should  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  an  irregularity  in  the 
rate  as  a  defence  to  the  action.  But  the  authorities  re- 
ferred to  by  Mr.  IVtlliams  seem  to  shew  that  the  condition 
must  be  confined  to  monies  received  by  the  collector  as 
such,  in  pursuance  of  the  act.  That  part  of  the  plea  which 
shews  that  no  rate  existed  which  the  defendant  James 
could  legally  collect,  is  therefore  a  sufficient  answer  iu 
substance,  and  the  special  grounds  of  demurrer  to  it  are 
not  pointed  out.     The  plaintiff  may  have  leave  to  amend. 

Parke,  B.'— The  plea  would  have  been  bad  on  special 
demurrer,  had  the  objection  been  sufficiently  raised.  It 
should  have  stated,  either  that  uo  rate  was  made,  or  have 
shewn  in  what  respect  it  was  illegal.  But  the  demurrer 
does  not  raise  this  objection  to  the  averment  that  no  rate 
was  made,  or  in  any  way  existed,  which  the  defendant  could 

(a)  1  Nev.  &  Per.  671 ;  6  Ad.  &  £11.  4S2. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  legally  or  ax^ording  to  law  collect,  &c.,  and  that  part  of 

^  '   -  the  plea  appears  to  me  a  sufficient  excuse  of  performance 

Webb  ^f  ^j^g  condition,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  James  accounting 

James.  for  monies  received  bjr  him  as  collector. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Leave  to  amend,  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


ScARFE  V.  Hallifax,  Esq,  (a) 

The  sheriff  JJeBT  for  moucy  had  and  received. — ^Plea,  nunquam  in- 
the  pofsession  dcbitatus.  At  the  trial  before  Vaughan,  J.,  at  the  Nor- 
ffi^*f»!u!ueda-  fol'^  Summer  Assizes,  1839,  it  appeared  that  one  MorgaD, 
gainst  him  upon  having  obtained  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  the  pre- 

m  judgment  ,       i*  /•     • 

of  nonsuit  for  scut  plaintiff  ib)  for  67/.  11*.  6rf.,  had  issued  a  writ  of  fien 
previously  con-  facias  upou  that  judgment,  directed  to  the  defendant,  the 
veyed  all  his      sheriff  of  Suffolk.     The  defendant  having  seized  the  goods 

estate  and  ef-  °  ^ 

fecu  to  H.  by  a  in  the  plaintiff's  house,  claimed  to  retain  them  until  the 
was  contended    sum  of  97/.  13*.,  viz.  67/.  11*.  Qd,  for  the  debt  and  costs, 

Tnd  void  Jgailist  ^^<^  ^^^'  ^^'  ^^'  ^^^  poundage,  expenses,  &c.,  should  be 
creditors:  and    ^^[^  |;o  him  bv  the  plaintiff.     Before  the  execution  issued, 

H.  gave  notice      xr  ^  i^ 

to  the  sheriff's  the  plaintiff  had  conveyed  all  his  estate  and  effects  by 
Lii^and  de-       deed  to  two  pcTsons  named  Hay  ward  and  Insby,  which  con- 

manded  the 
goods.     The 

officer  refused  to  deliver  them  except  on  payment  of  j^97,  (the  additional  ;^30  being  claimed  for 
poundage,  expenses,  &c.)  which  the  person  sent  by  II.  to  demand  the  goods  paid  under  protest 
The  sheriff,  being  ruled  to  return  the  writ,  returned  that  he  had  levied  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  the  plaintiff  S.  the  sum  o(  £67.  In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  brought  by 
S.  against  the  sheriff  to  recover  back  the  £S0: — Jieldf  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  a  ten- 
der of  the  £67. 

Held,  also,  that  a  letter  from  the  under-sheriff  to  the  officer  in  possession,  directing  him  to 
demand  only  the  £67,  if  S.  came  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  execution,  was  not  admissible  in 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendants. 

Held,  however,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  ought  to  have  been  left  to  them,  whe- 
ther the  money  paid  to  redeem  the  goods  was  the  money  of  S.  or  not,  and  that  if  it  was  not,  be 
was  not  entitled  to  recover :  and  that  the  sheriff  was  not  estopped  by  his  return  to  say  that  the 
excess  beyond  the  iC67  was  not  the  money  of  S. 

(a)  Tliis  case  was  by  mistake  (b)  See  Scarf e  v.  Morgan,  4  M. 

omitted  in  its  proper  order.  &  W.  270. 
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veyance  the  defendant  contended  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  Exch.  of  PUat, 
as  against  creditors;  and  Hayward  and  Insby  gave  notice  ^  ^^' 
to  the  sheriff's  ofGicer  not  to  sell^  and  sent  to  him  a  person  Scarfe 
of  the  name  of  Woods,  who  demanded  the  goods,  and  on  hallifax. 
his  refusal  to  deliver  them  without  payment  of  the  whole 
sum  of  97/.  13^.,  paid  that  amount  under  protest,  and  took 
a  receipt  as  for  a  payment  by  Hayward.  The  plaintiff  after- 
wards ruled  the  sheriff  to  return  the  fieri  facias,  and  he  re- 
turned that  he  had  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiff,  Scarfe,  671.  lis.  6d.  The  defendant  offered  in 
evidence  a  letter  from  the  under-sheriff  to  the  officer,  in- 
structing him  not  to  demand  the  greater  sum,  if  the 
plaintiff  came  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  execution,  but 
the  less  only.  This  letter  was  rejected.  For  the  defendant, 
several  objections  were  made  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
cover. First,  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained 
without  proof  of  a  tender  to  the  defendant  of  the  precise 
sum  due  from  the  plaintiff.  The  learned  judge  overruled 
this  objection,  being  of  opinion  that  an  action  would  lie 
for  the  excess,  which  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  claim,  and 
could  not  therefore  retain,  and  that  it  would  lie  without 
any  proof  of  tender  of  the  sum  actually  due ;  but  he  re- 
served to  the  defendant's  counsel  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit  on  this  objection.  Secondly,  it  was  contended 
that  the  money  was  not  the  plaintiff's,  but  that  of  his 
assignees :  thirdly,  that  if  it  was  the  plaintiff's  moneys  it 
could  not  be  recovered,  because  the  goods  were  not  his :  a 
payment  by  one  to  redeem  the  goods  of  another  was 
not  a  payment  under  duress,  but  voluntary.  This  last 
objection  the  learned  Judge  overruled.  On  the  case  going 
to  the  jury,  his  Lordship  was  requested  to  leave  to  them 
the  question  whether  the  money  was  the  plaintiff's  or  not, 
but  he  declined  to  do  so,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 
for  30/.  Is.  64    In  the  following  Michaelmas  Term, 

Byks  moved,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  to  enter  a 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  noDSuit^  OF  for  a  new  trials  and  renewed  the  objections 
^  ^^^'  ^  taken  at  the  trial. — First,  the  plaintiff  ought  either  to  have 
ScARPB  proved  a  tender  of  the  sum  really  due,  or  to  have  shewn 
Hallifax.  that  a  tender  was  dispensed  with.  In  Astley  v.  J?cy- 
nolds  {a),  which  was  an  action  of  a  similar  nature,  a  tender 
was  proved;  so  it  was  also  in  Leake  v,  Pigott[b).  Sup- 
pose this  had  been  au  action  of  trover  for  the  goods :  the 
plaintiff  could  not  have  recovered  without  proving  a  tender 
of  the  debt.  There  being,  then,  no  evidence  of  a  tender, 
or  of  a  dispensation  with  it,  th^re  was  no  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  of  any  extortion :  and  this  action,  though  not 
founded  eippressly  upou  the  stat.  1  Vict,  c.  55,  is  in  effect 
an  action  for  extortion.  [Parker  B, — ^The  money  was 
paid  to  redeem  the  goods,  and  so  undber  a  species  of 
duress.  Whosesoever  money  it  was,  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  surplus  beyond  the  sum  really  due.  If  they 
were  Scarfe's  goods,  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
were  seized  and  retained  are  sufficient  to  constitute  extor- 
tion from  him.  The  sheriff  had  no  right  to  hold  the  goods 
as  against  any  body,  except  for  the  amount  of  the  levy.] 

Secondly,  the  letter  from  the  under  sheriff  ought  to  have 
beeu  received  in  evidence,  to  shew  the  real  nature  of  the 
instructions  under  which  he  made  the  levy.  [Parke,  B. — 
The  officer  represented  the  sheriff  for  all  purposes  relative 
to  the  execution  of  the  writ,  and  the  sheriff  was  responsi- 
ble for  him,  whether  he  disobeyed  his  instructions  or  not.] 

Thirdly,  the  question  whether  the  money  or  the  goods 
were  the  plaintiff's  or  not,  ought  to  have  been  left;  to  the 
jury.  The  foundation  of  his  claim  is,  that  the  defendant 
would  not  give  up  the  goods  lentil  he,  the  plaintiff,  had 
paid  out  of  his  own  money  an  illegal  claim.  Neither  can 
the  plaintiff  sue  in  respect  of  duress  exercised  upon  an- 
other man's  goods. 

Upon  the  last  point  only  a  rule  was  grajfted ;  against 
which,  in  the  following  Hilary  Term, 

<a)  2  Stra.  915.  (i)  Selw.  N.  P.  87. 
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Biggs,  Andrews  and  Gunning  shewed  cause^  and  con-    Exck.  of  PUas, 
tended^  first,  that  the  learned  judge  did  substantially  leave  ^      ^ 

the  question  to  the  jury  whether  the  money  was  the  plain-        Scarpb 
tifiPs  j  and  secondly,  that  if  it  was  the  plaintiff's  money,      Hallipax. 
it  was  paid  under  duress  of  his  goods,  for  the  defendant  by 
Ids  return  was  estopped  to  say  that  the  goods  seized  were 
not  those  of  the  plaintiff. 

Per  Curiam. — ^As  to  the  first  point,  we  have  referred  to 
the  report  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  we  are  not  satisfied 
that  the  question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury :  and  if  the 
money  was  not  the  plaintiff's,  and  the  goods  had  been 
firaudulently  assigned  to  defraud  the  creditors,  they  were 
the  goods  of  the  assignees  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  all 
the  world  except  creditors,  and  consequently  the  payment 
was  not  made  under  duress  of  his  goods.  The  sheriff  is 
not  estopped  by  the  return,  for  it  affirms  only  that,  to  the 
extent  of  the  levy,  it  had  been  made  on  the  plaintiff's 
goods ;  and  that  is  perfectly  true,  for,  notwithstanding  the 
assignment,  they  were  (assuming  it  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lent),  for  the  purposes  of  the  execution,  and  to  that  extent, 
the  goods  of  the  plaintiff:  but  beyond  that,  they  were  the 
goods  of  the  assignees,  and  the  sheriff  is  not,  therefore, 
estopped  to  contend  that  they  were  so.  The  rule  must  be 
absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


VOL.  VII.  X  M.    W. 
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EJteh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


Doe  d.  Jearrad  v.  Bannister  and  Another. 

A  tesutor,  by  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment^  brought  hj  the  lessor 
as'foUows:^  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants^  to  recover  the  pos- 
"  I  K»ve  mj       session  of  a  house  and  premises  at  Gittesham.  in  the  county 

house,  gardens,  ^  9  ^ 

arc,  at  G.,  to     of  Devon. 

her  heirs,  if  she       The  defendants  having  entered  into  the  usual  consent 

if*not?^theii,  *    '^®  ^^  coufess  Icasc^  cutiy,  and  ouster^  and  pleaded  "not 

after  ^^^'^  ^^  guilty/'  with  a  view  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

and  her  bus-      on  the  poiut  at  issue^  the  parties^  under  the  order  of 

s.,  I  give  it  to    Parke,  B.,  stated  the  following  case : — 

heirs.' *"s.s!^        The  Icssor  of  the  plaintiff  is  a  gentleman  residing  at 

had  a  child,       Cheltenham,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  and  claims  to  be 

who  was  living  ^  "  ' 

at  the  date  of  entitled  to  the  property  in  question  as  tenant  by  the  cur« 

who  died  four  tcsy,  iu  right  of  his  late  wife  Frances  Jearrad,  deceased, 

date  Inl  hT  formerly  Frances  Macdonald,  hereinafter  mentioned. — Ni- 

the  Ufetime  of  cholas  Pridicc,  late  of  Honiton,  in  the  county  of  Devon, 

the  testator: —  f  ^ 

Held,  that  s.  s.  made  his  last  will  and  testament,  executed  and  attested 

took  an  estate      •      .v  ,•■  '     :t  y.     t         /"j**         ^i-u 

tail ;  and  that  ^^  ^^^  manner  then  required  by  law  for  devising  freehold 
upon  her  death  estates,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — "  In  the  name 
of  her  body,  of  God,  amcu.  I,  Nicholas  Pridice,  of  Honiton,  in  the 
passed  to  F.  M.  couuty  of  Dcvou,  do  give  and  bequeath  imto  my  niece's 

daughter,  Frances  Macdonald,  as  under: — first,  I  give 
her  my  house  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging, 
situate  in  G^rrard-street,  Soho,  London,  which  now  Tho- 
mas Fitzhenry,  Esq.,  lives  in,  freehold;  and  I  likewise 
give  her  my  two  houses  in  Featherstone  Buildings,  where 
now  Mr.  William  Somervill  Uves,  No.  21,  and  Mrs.  Grif- 
fiths, No.  20,  near  Holbom,  for  a  term  of  years.*'  Then 
came  other  bequests  to  her,  after  which  he  bequeathed 
as  follows : — "  I  likewise  give  my  housOi  ^gardens,  and 
orchers,  where  likes  Mrs.  Warren,  at  Gittediam,  in  De- 
vonshire, to  Mrs.  Sarah   Smark,  and  has  heirs^  if  she 
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has  any  child ;  if  not^  after  the  decease  of  she  and  her  E^eh,  of  PUas, 
husband,  Mr.  Richard  Smark,  then  I  give  it  to  the  above     ^  ^      ^ 
Frances  Macdonald  and  her  heirs ;  and  I  do  hereby  make         i>ob 
and  constitute  Mr.  Richard  Smark  my  executor  of  this  my      jearrad 
last  will  and  testament ;  Frances  Macdonald  to  pay  him    bamnlitbk. 
iBlO  for  his  trouble.     February  18th,  1803/' 

The  testator  Nicholas  Pridice  died  in  the  month  of  De- 
cember,  1804,  without  altering  or  revoking  his  said  will. 
At  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  and  from  thenceforth  to 
the  time  of  his  death,  he  was  seised  to  him  and  his  heirs 
in  fee-simple  of  the  house  and  premises  at  Gittesham, 
devised  by  him  to  Sarah  Smark. 

Sarah  Smark  had  a  child  bom  on  the  21st  day  of  No- 
vember, 1802,  but  which  died  on  the  22nd  day  of  Febru* 
aiy,  1803,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator ;  and  on  the  27th 
day  of  March,  1804,  she  had  a  still-born  child. 

Mrs.  Smark's  husband  died  in  the  month  of  December, 
1806,  in  her  lifetime,  and  she  continued  in  possession  of 
the  property  up  to  the  time  of  her  decease,  on  the  12th 
day  of  May,  1839,  having  by  her  will,  dated  the  19th 
day  of  April,  1834,  devised  the  property  in  question  to 
the  defendants  and  their  heirs,  upon  certain  trusts  in  her 
win  expressed. 

Frances  Macdonald,  in  the  testator's  will  named,  after 
his  decease,  intermarried  with  Robert  William  Jearrad, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  died  subsequently  to  Sarah 
Smark. 

The  question  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is, 
whether,  under  the  devise  in  the  will  of  Nicholas  Pridice, 
the  said  Sarah  Smark  was,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  seised 
for  an  absolute  and  indefeasible  estate  of  inheritance  in 
fee-simple  of  the  property  thereby  devised  to  her,  or  whe- 
ther, under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated,  the 
devise  over  to  Mrs.  Frances  Macdonald  and  her  heirs 
took  effect.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  Mrs. 
Smark  was,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  seised  of  the  devised 

x2 
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Bseh.  of  Pleat,  property  for  an  absolute  and  indefeasible  estate  of  inherit- 
ance in  fee-simple^  then  a  judgment  shall  be  entered 
against  the  plaintiff  of  nolle  prosequi^  immediately  after 
the  decision  of  the  case^  or  otherwise  as  the  Court  shall 
think  fit ;  but  if^  on  the  other  hand^  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  the  limitation  over  to  Frances  Macdonald, 
afterwards  Frances  Jearrad^  took  effect^  then  judgment 
is  to  be  entered  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendants  by  confession^  for  Is.  damages^  immediately 
after  the  decision  of  the  case^  or  otherwise  as  the  Court 
may  think  fit. 

Hodgson,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. — ^The  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  claims  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy^  on  the  ground 
that  the  fee  in  possession  of  the  property  in  question  be« 
came  vested  in  Frances,  his  late  wife,  called  in  the  will 
Frances  Macdonald.  The  case  does  not  expressly  state 
that  there  has  been  any  issue  of  the  marriage,  but  this 
the  Court  will  understand  and  presume  to  have  been  the 
fact,  as  the  case  has  been  sanctioned  by  one  of  the  learned 
Judges  of  the  Court.  [To  this  the  Court  intimated  their 
assent.]  The  case  states  that  Sarah  Smark  had  in  fact 
one  child  bom  alive,  and  who  died  in  the  testator's  life 
time,  and  another  child  bom  dead.  At  his  death  she  was 
without  issue.  Now  the  gift  is  to  her,  and  (assuming 
that  the  Court  will  read  the  word  "has**  for  ''her*')  to 
her  heirs,  if  she  has  any  child.  It  could  not  be  the  in- 
tention to  give  her  the  fee  absolutely,  because  there  is  a 
gift  over  to  Frances  Macdonald,  to  take  effect  in  some 
event  which  the  testator  contemplated,  and  has  expressed 
by  the  negative  of  Sarah  Smark  having  any  child.  There 
are  three  constructions  to  which  the  gift  is  open.  Krst, 
that  S.  Smark  was  to  take  the  fee  upon  the  birth  of  a 
child,  and  Frances  Macdonald  to  take  on  the  opposite 
event.     Secondly,  that  S.  Smark  was  to  take  the  fbe 
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determinable  at  her  death  without  a  child  then  living«  l^A.  0/  PUat, 
Thirdly,  that  she  took  an  estate  tail.  <-lf^ 

1.  It  is  plain  that  the  testator,  by  the  way  in  which  he 
joined  the  words  '^heirs^'  and  "  child/'  meant  the  same 
thing  by  both  terms.  But  the  sense  in  which  both  agree 
is  that  of  *'  heirs  of  the  body.''  "  Child"  is  nomen  gene-> 
rale,  and  may  stand  for  issue,  or  heirs  of  the  body,  as 
"  son"  was  held,  in  MelUsh  v.  Mellish  (a),  to  stand  for  male 
issue,  or  heirs  male  of  the  body.  The  intention  was,  not 
that  the  birth  of  a  child  should  vest  the  absolute  fee  in  the 
mother,  with  the  power  to  defeat  that  child,  nor  that  it 
should  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of  an  estate 
in  her,  but  that  it  should  be  necessary,  in  order  to  fulfil  the 
character  of  the  persons  intended  by  the  word  "  heirs/' 
that  they  should  be  children  or  issue  of  her  body. 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  devise  to  support  the  second 
construction.  If  the  words  are  to  be  construed  as  giving 
Sarah  Smark  an  estate,  either  in  fee  or  for  life,  with  a 
gift  over  on  the  event  of  her  never  having  any  issue  or 
heirs  of  her  body,  such  a  gift,  unconfined,  was  void  for 
remoteness.  There  is  nothing  to  confine  it  to  a  failure  in 
her  lifetime,  except  the  words  ahready  observed  upon, 
which,  properly  construed,  can  have  no  such  meaning. 

8.  The  remaining  construction  is,  that  Sarah  Smark 
took  an  estate  tail.  This  species  of  estate  is  an  inhe- 
ritance, but  limited  in  its  character.  The  heirs  to  take 
must  take  by  descent,  and  with  most  of  the  qualities  of  in« 
heritance;  but  none  can  take  but  such  as  are  issue  of  the 
body  of  the  donee.  Here  the  testator  says,  Sarah  Smark 
is  to  have  an  estate  which  is  to  go  to  her  heirs,  not  gene- 
rally, nor  in  all  events,  but  if  she  has  a  child.  Is  it 
not  natural,  and  even  necessary,  to  supply  the  words  ''  to 
take  as  such  heirs  ?"  It  would  thus  be,  '^  to  her  and  her 
heirs,  if  she  shall  have  a  child  to  be  her  heir."    But,  fur- 

(a)  2  B.  &  Cr.  520;  3  D.  &  R.  804. 
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j&re^  ^  Pbas,  tlier,  a  child^  to  be  "  heir  of  the  body"  of  its  parent^  must 

survive  the  parent,  and  ''  issue/'  to  be  heirs  of  the  body, 
must  survive  the  ancestor.  The  meaning,  therefore,  of  the 
devise,  taken  altogether,  is,  that  she  was  to  take  an  estate 
of  inheritance,  provided  she  had  a  child  or  issue  to  succeed 
as  heir  of  her  body,  and  to  endure  as  long  as  she  had  such 
child  or  issue ;  and  that  is  clearly  an  estate  tail. 

Another  reason,  if  any  were  wanted,  for  the  construction 
contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the  Court  can,  by 
that  construction,  give  vested  estates  to  both  objects  of  the 
testator's  bounty.  If  the  first  of  the  above  constructicHis 
could  prevail,  the  fee  would  be  in  the  heir  till  Sarah  Smark 
had  a  child  born,  and  would  then  shift  to  her.  If  the  se- 
cond  should  prevail,  the  gift  over  would  be  an  executory 
devise,  or  at  most  a  contingent  remainder.  But  upon  the 
third  construction,  that  of  an  estate  tail,  Sarah  Smark 
would  take  a  qualified  estate  well  known  to  the  law,  and 
Frances  Macdonald  would  take  a  vested  estate  in  re- 
mainder. Where  the  construction  is  doubtful,  the  Courts 
prefer  a  remainder  to  an  executory  devise  {a),  and  a  vested 
to  a  contingerU  remainder  (A). 

Erie,  contra. — If  there  be  no  ambiguity  on  the  face  of 
the  will,  the  Court  are  bound  to  give  effect  to  it  according 
to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  as  expressed  in  it ;  and  in 
this  case  there  is  no  ambiguity  Taking  it  that  the  testa- 
tor did  not  know  whether  Mrs.  Smark  had  a  child  or  no^ 
the  intention  clearly  was  to  give  her  the  fee-simple  if  she 
should  have  a  child  or  children ;  if  not,  then  that  it  was  to 
go  over  at  her  death  to  Frances  Macdonald.  He  gives 
the  property  to  Mrs.  Smark  and  her  heirs:  if  it  had 
stopped  there,  the  devise  would  clearly  have  created  a 
fee-simple;  but  then  follows  the  condition,  ''if  she  has 
any  child:''  and  as  she  had  a  child,  the  condition  was 

(a)  Purefoy  v.  Rogen^  2  Saund.  (6)  Ive^  v.  Legge^  3  T.  R,  488, 
380  (b),  n. 
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satisfied;  and  the  property  went  absolutely  to  her.  There  Bxch,  tf  Pleat, 
is  nothing  stated  to  shew  a  different  intention^  or  any 
conflicting  or  ambiguous  meaning.  It  is  quite  possible 
for  the  testator  to  have  intended  to  say,  '^  I  mean  her 
to  have  the  estate  if  she  has  had  a  child/'  [_Rolfe,  B. — ^It 
would  be  strange  for  him  to  say,  ^*  I  mean  Sarah  Smark  to 
have  the  estate  in  fee-simple  if  she  has  a  child/'  when  he 
knows  that  she  has  had  one.]  The  words  are  applicable  to 
a  past  or  future  child;  it  is  either  has,  or  shall  have.  This 
matter  was  considered  with  respect  to  personal  property, 
in  WaU  v.  Tomlinson  (a).  In  that  case  there  was  a  resi- 
duary bequest  to  Harriet  Wittle  Strangeway  for  ever,  ''in 
ease  she  should  have  legitimate  children:  in  failure  of 
whicV  to  go  over.  She  afterwards  married  one  William 
Cowles ;  and  having  only  one  child  bom  alive,  who  died 
before  her,  it  was  held  that  she  was  entitled  absolutely. 
[Rolfe,  B. — The  words  which  would  operate  to  create  an 
estate  tail,  would  give  an  absolute  interest  in  personal  pro« 
perty.]  There  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  William  Orant, 
lays,  ''  The  testator's  object  seems  to  have  been,  in  the 
erent  of  Mrs.  Cowles  having  children,  to  give  her  the 
means  of  making  a  provision  for  them.  It  cannot  be 
contended,  that  from  the  event  of  her  having  only  one 
child,  there  is  to  be  a  different  construcftion,  so  that  in 
that  case  the  child  was  to  be  left  without  a  provision.  As 
to  the  words,  '  in  failure  of  which,'  it  is  very  difficult  in 
this  case  to  give  those  words  the  construction  of  not  hav- 
ing children  at  her  death,  which  would  tie  it  up  during 
her  whole  life."  Suppose,  in  this  case,  Mrs.  Smark  had 
•everal  children,  and  for  their  benefit  wished  to  mortgage 
or  sell  the  estate,  to  make  provision  for  their  education  and 
maintenance,  she  would  not  be  able  to  do  so  if  this  devise 
were  held  to  confer  a  life  estate  only,^  which  would  be  a 
great  hardship  on  them,  and  one  which  the  testator  never 
could  have  intended. 

(o)  16  Ves.  418. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  Hodffson,  in  reply. — ^It  is  not  meant  to  be  contended  tluit 
^^^^'  ^  Sarah  Smark  took  a  Ufe  estate^  but  an  estate  tail ;  which 
estate  she  could^  of  course^  by  a  proper  assurance^  convert 
into  a  fee,  and  thereby  gain  the  power  of  charging  or  dis- 
posing of  it  to  answer  the  necessities  oi  har  family.  The 
case  of  WaU  v.  TomliMon  was  one  of  personal  estate,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  first  taker  was  entitled  to  the  absolute 
interest.  That  is  consistent  with  the  Court  having  thought 
the  words  such  as  would  have  created  an  estate  tail  in  real 
property,  as  has  already  been  observed  from  the  Bench. 
It  is  agreed  that  the  testator's  intention  is  to  prevail :  the 
question  is,  whether,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  de- 
vise,  hedidnotusethewcMrd  ^'heirs''  in  the  sense  of  hdrs 
ot  the  body." 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  the  proper  constructkm 
for  us  to  adopt  is  that  for  which  Mr  Hodgson  contends. 
It  would  seem,  from  some  part  of  the  testator's  will^ 
that  he  was  not  precisely  acquainted  with  technical 
language,  for  there  is  some  obscurity  in  his  expressions. 
However,  we  must  take  the  whole  together,  and  put 
the  best  construction  upon  it  that  we  can.  It  appears  to 
me,  that  what  the  testator  intended  clearly  was,  that,  at 
all  events,  Sarah  Smark  should  have  an  estate  for  her  life. 
How  could  he  effect  that  intention?  If  he  had  given  her 
an  estate  in  fee,  it  would  have  defeated  all  the  remainders 
over.  But  he  says,  if  she  has  no  child,  that  is,  after  her 
decease,  in  that  case  I  give  the  property  over  to  Frances 
Macdonald  and  her  heirs.  According  to  Mr.  Erie's  ccm- 
struction,  if  she  did  not  leave  any  children  at  her  decease^ 
she  has  it  to  her  and  her  heirs  absolutely.  It  appears  to 
me,  however,  that  the  testator  probably  considered  the 
word  heirs  to  mean  children  of  the  body,  and  intended  that 
the  property  should  go  to  her  for  her  Ufe,  and  at  her  death, 
to  her  children,  if  any;  but  if  she  should  have  no  children  to 
be  heirs  of  her  body,  then  that  it  should  go  over  to  Frances 
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Macdonald.    That  seems  the  reasonable  construction  of  Etek.  of  Pleat, 

the  will,  and  it  is  justified  by  authorities.     According  to 

Mr.  Erie* 8  construction,  if  she  had  no  child,  she  would  take 

nothing.    It  appears  to  me  that  she  took  an  estate  tail, 

her  ''  heirs  '^  being  interpreted  to  mean  the  heirs  of  her 

body. 

GuKKBT,  B. — ^I  think  the  intention  of  the  testator  was 
clearly  to  give  the  estate  over  to  Frances  Macdonald,  if 
Sarah  Smark  died  without  children. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  argument 
of  Mr.  Erie  might  be  urged  in  many  cases  where  the  word 
kdrs  is  not  qualified;  but  here,  by  the  subsequent  words, 
it  ia  cut  down  to  mean  heirs  of  the  body.  The  testator 
says,  '^  I  give  to  Sarah  Smark  and  her  heirs,  if  she  has  any 
child;''  that  is,  I  presume,  to  her  and  her  heirs  if  she  has 
children;  in  other  words,  to  her  heirs,  being  the  heirs  of 
her  body;  and  in  default  of  these,  then  over.  I  think 
fliat  is  the  most  reasonable  construction ;  but  of  course, 
in  cases  of  this  sort,  where  people  make  their  own  wills, 
we  are  obliged  to  decide  a  little  in  the  dark,  and  to  guess 
at  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

Judgment  tax  the  plaintiff* 


800  CA8E8   IN  THE  SXCHSQUSB^ 

EjkJL  of  PUaif 
1840. 

^'*"^''      '  Lewis  v.  Edwards. 

A.  entered  into  A.SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.  Pleas^  non 
wtth"B?aE^c.,  assumpsit^  and  a  set-off  for  money  paid^  and  on  an  ac- 
who  had  previ-  count  Stated.     Issues  thereon.     At  the  trial  before  RMe, 

ouily  carried  on  ^ 

the  same  trade  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term^  the 

who  shortly  af.  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows: — In  January,  1888,  the 

l^c*banknipt :  plai^^tiff  and  two  other  persons  of  the  name  of  Bailey  and 

and  by  an  agree-  Potter,  entered  into  partnership  in  the  business  of  wholes 

roent,  to  which  ^  *^  . 

A.,  and  the  Sale  druggists,  which  Bailey  and  Potter  had  previously  con- 
st c^were  par-  ducted  together.  Bailey  and  Potter  shortly  afterwards  be- 
^^'*  d  that  A  <^*^™^  bankrupt,  and  the  defendant  was  the  o£SciaI  assignee 
should  realise  of  their  estate.  On  the  19th  of  May,  1838,  an  agreement 
liquidate  the  was  entered  into,  between  the  defendant  and  the  elected 
firrn^  an?Siat  Msignces  of  Bailey  and  Potter  on  the  one  part,  and  the 
the  official  as-  plaintiff  ou  the  other,  with  a  view  of  liquidating  the  affairs 
banknipu  of  the  late  firm,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 
^^ered  by  A.  "  It  is  this  day  agreed  between  the  assignees  of  Bailey 
outetanding*  *^^  Pottcr  on  the  ouc  side,  and  Mr.  Kensington  Lewis  on 
debts,  and  pay  the  Other,  as  follows: — 

the  amount  to 

s.  &  Co.,  bank-  "  1.  That  with  a  view  to  liquidate  the  affairs  of  the 
coiintV  A.,  be-  ^bovo  firm,  Mr.  Lewis  shall  be  empowered  to  realise  the 
ulua"i"**Tc^ent*-*  asscts  of  the  ncw  firm,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts 
Bge:—HeU,  and  liabilities  due  by  the  new  firm,  as  and  when  the  same 
not  alone  sue  became  payable ;  it  being  understood  and  agreed,  that  the 
l?^c^1n^n'  partnership  of  the  new  firm  is  to  date  from  the  1st  of  Ja- 
action  of  money  nuary,  1838,  inclusive  j  without  prejudice  to  Mr.  Lewis's 

had  and  receiv-      ,       "  '  '  ^     "^ 

ed,  for  monies  right  to  coutcst  the  payment  of  any  securities  or  biUs 
Wm  under  this  drawn,  acccptcd,  or  endorsed,  for  which  the  new  firm 
^fch^e'^ained  ^*^^  ^^*  received  value ;  and  that  he  shall  have  full  power, 
in  his  hands,      with  the  couseut  of  Mr.  Edwards,  to  compound  debts,  <» 

and  of  which  .  .  ,  , 

he  had  render-   to  givc  time,  either  in  the  whole  or  in  part,  as  he  shall 

ed  an  account      think  fit. 

''  2nd.  That  Mr.  Lewis  provide  the  funds  to  cover  any 
deficiency,   the  amount  of  such  deficiency  to  be  const- 
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dered  a  primaiy  charge  upon  the  remaining  assets  of  the  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
new  firm.  .  ^^^* 

"  3rd.  That  Mr.  Lewis  shall  be  allowed  his  reasonable 
costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  liquidating  the  said  partner- 
ship accounts^  and  also  his  costs  in  and  about  the  proceed- 
ings in  Chancery. 

''  4th.  That  the  stocky  lease^  plants  and  good-will  be 
forthwith  sold^  either  in  one  lot,  or  the  lease  and  good-will 
at  an  agreed  sum,  taking  the  stock  and  plant  at  a  yaluatioui 
and  that  Mr.  Lewis  be  at  liberty  to  become  the  purchaser^ 
at  an  advance  of  £5  per  cent,  upon  the  highest  offer  which 
the  assignees  shall  be  prepared  to  accept. 

''  5th.  That  if  in  the  result  there  shall  be  a  balance  in 
favour  of  Mr.  Lewis  as  such  liquidating  partner,  he  shall 
be  entitled  to  prove  for  the  amount  of  such  balance ;  or  if 
the  balance  be  in  favour  of  the  said  Bailey  and  Potter, 
then  the  amount  shall  be  paid  to  the  assignees,  or  other 
uncollected  estate  assigned  over  to  them,  after  all  amounts 
due  to  Mr.  Lewis  and  the  creditors  are  fully  satisfied. 

''  6th.  That  Mr.  Lewis  be  authorized  to  receive  and  can- 
eel  the  bills  held  by  Mr.  Abbott. 

'^  7th.  That  the  liquidation  of  the  said  partnership  ac- 
counts^ and  all  that  relate  thereto,  be  conducted  agreeably 
to  the  articles  of  copartnership  lately  subsisting  between 
the  said  Bailey,  Potter,  and  Lewis,  as  far  as  the  same  may 
be  applicable  to  the  present  state  of  things. 

"  8th.  That  the  assignees,  or  their  accountants,  shall  be 
at  liberty  to  inspect  Mr.  Lewis's  liquidation  account  at  all 
reasonable  times. 

"  9th.  That  the  assets  of  the  new  firm  shall  be  consi- 
dered subject  to  the  following  charges,  and  in  the  follow- 
ing order  of  succession  [setting  out  certain  charges] . 

"  10th.  That  Mr.  Edwards  be  empowered  by  Mr.  Lewis 
to  collect  the  outstanding  debts  due  to  the  new  firm,  and 
pay  the  amount  to  Messrs.  Stone  &  Co.  to  the  account  of 
Mr.  Lewis,  being  allowed  the  usual  per  centage. 


802  CASES   IN   THB   BXCHEQUBB, 

Exch.  qf  PUat,  ''  11th.  That  Mr.  Edwards  be  repaid  the  sums  advanced 
1840.  ^  ijy  jjjjj^  jj^  ^Y^Q  purchase  of  goods,  out  of  the  first  receipts 
Lewii        for  goods  sold  since  the  date  of  the  fiat. 

Edwards.  (Signed)  "  K.  Lbwis, 

''  Ckowder  &  Matnabd^ 
''  (for  the  assignees.)" 

After  the  execution  of  this  agreement^  the  defendant, 
pursuant  to  the  10th  clause,  collected  the  debts  due  to  the 
firm  of  Bailey  &  Potter,  to  the  amount  of  d£4O50,  of 
which  he  rendered  an  account  to  the  plainti£F.  To  recover 
this  amount  the  present  action  was  brought,  the  plaintiff 
contending,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  agree* 
ment,  it  was,  when  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  money 
had  and  received  to  his,  the  plaintiff's,  use.  The  learned 
Judge,  however,  thought  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
maintain  the  action,  and  accordingly  directed  a  nonsidt, 
giving  the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
him  for  the  amount  claimed,  subject  to  deductions  for 
such  payments  as  an  arbitrator  should  think  ought  to  be 
allowed. 

In  the  beginning  of  this  term  Sir  F.  Pollock  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly,  against  which 

Crowder  and  C  A,  Wood  shewed  cause,  and  contended 
that  the  agreement  could  not  be  construed  to  operate  as  an 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
outstanding  funds  of  the  partnership,  to  be  collected  by 
the  defendant — ^which  alone  could  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
sue  in  this  form  of  action — since  at  the  time  of  the  agree- 
ment there  was  no  certainty  as  to  what  might  be  found  to 
be  due ;  and  that  at  all  events  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue 
alone,  for  that  he  was  only  a  tenant  in  common  of  the 
fund  with  the  assignees  of  the  other  partners. — The  C!ourt 
called  upon 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Cowling ^  in  support  of  the  rule. — By 
the  operation  of  this  agreement,  the  defendant  became  a 
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mere  receiver  for  the  plaintiff.  He  was  bounds  when  he  Exch.  of  PUat, 
received  the  money,  to  pay  it  into  the  bank  to  the  plain-  ..  ^  . 
tiff's  account;  but  the  plaintiff  might  excuse  him  from  Lbwis 
the  necessity  of  so  paying  it  in,  and  receive  it  himself.  Edwahds. 
If,  according  to  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  the  par- 
ties are  tenants  in  common  of  the  fund,  what  meaning  is 
there  in  the  provision  that  the  defendant  shall  pay  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff's  account  ?  And  even  if  they  be,  it 
may  be  doubted  whether  the  solvent  partner  may  not  sue 
alone,  without  joining  theassignees  of  the  bankruptpartners. 
Assignees  of  a  bankrupt  take  only  such  an  interest  as  was 
equitably  as  well  as  legally  vested  in  the  bankrupt. 
[Parke,  B. — It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  assignees  ought 
to  join  with  the  solvent  partner,  unless  by  the  agree- 
ment their  interest  is  transferred  to  him.  The  law  is 
clearly  laid  down  by  LUtledale,  J.,  in  Carvalho  v.  Bum  (a).] 
At  all  events,  partners  may  always,  by  express  agree- 
ment, isolate  their  accounts.  '^  There  may  be  special  bar- 
gains by  which  particular  transactions  are  insulated  and 
^iL  from  the  general  winding  up  of  the  concern,  and 
are  taken  out  of  the  general  law  of  partnership:''  per 
Bayley,  B.,  in  Jackson  v.  Stopherd  (i) :  Coffee  v.  Brian  {c). 
If  the  plaintiff  cannot  sue  upon  the  special  promise  in  the 
agreement,  the  promise  is  altogether  futile.  The  defend- 
ant's own  account  is  evidence  of  an  appropriation  to  the 
plaintiff  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement:  but  even  if 
there  was  no  appropriation,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  sue 
for  money  had  and  received.  Nothing  remained  to  be 
done  but  the  payment  over  of  the  money  for  his  use.  It 
is  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  assignment  of  the  fund  to 
the  plaintiff.  In  Chrissell  v.  Robinson  {d),  Jlndal,  C.  J., 
sajrs,  ''Where  anything  remains  to  be  done  under  the 
contract,  of  which  the  plaintiff  must  prove  performance, 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  382;  1  Nev.  &     (c)  3  Bing.  54;  10  Moore,  341. 
M.  700.  (d)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  10 ;  3  Scott,  329. 

(6)  2  C.  &  M.  366. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  the  action  should  be  on  the  special  contract;  but  where  all 
^^^^'  has  been  done^  and  the  plaintiff  has  only  to  prove  payment 
of  the  money^  then  he  may  recover  on  the  general  count 
for  money  paid/'  [Parke,  B. — That  appears  to  be  a  little 
at  variance  with  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Spencer  v.  Parry  {a). 
At  all  events^  it  does  not  apply  to  money  had  and  re- 
ceived. How  much  of  the  outstanding  funds  do  you  say 
is  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  by  this  agreement? — all  of 
them^  or  all  that  the  defendant  collects?]  All  that  he  col- 
lects under  the  10th  clause  of  the  agreement.  [Parke,  B. — 
It  is  difficult  to  say  there  is  an  assignment  of  them^  be- 
cause the  subject  matter  of  the  assignment  is  uncertain; 
non  constat  de  corpore.]  The  defendant  must  be  taken^ 
when  he  received  them,  to  have  appropriated  them  to  the 
plaintiff^  and  the  only  thing  remaining  to  be  done  is  the 
form  of  going  and  paying  them  into  the  bank. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  a  subse- 
quent day  by 

Parke^  B. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
plaintiff  alone  could  sue  the  defendant  for  money  had  and 
received  under  the  following  circumstances: — 

The  plaintiff,  Bailey,  and  Potter,  entered  into  partner- 
ship in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1838,  in  a  business 
which  Bailey  and  Potter  had  previously  conducted.  Soon 
afterwards  the  two  latter  became  bankrupts,  and  the  de- 
fendant was  appointed  the  official  assignee,  and  other  per- 
sons the  assignees  of  their  estate.  The  plaintiff^  as  solvent 
partner,  was  liable  to  pay  the  partnership  debts  of  the  firm 
of  which  he  was  a  member;  and  on  the  19th  of  May, 
1838,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff, 

(a)  3  Ad.  &  £11.  331 ;  4  Nev.  &  M.  771. 
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and  the  defendant  and  the  other  assignees^  for  liquidating  Exch,  of  puat, 
the  affairs  of  the  concern.    After  the  agreement,  the  de-  * 

fendant  collected  £4000  and  upwards,  of  the  debts  due  to 
the  partnership ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  that  sum  of 
money  could  be  recovered  against  him,  in  this  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  by  the  plaintiff. 

This  depends  upon  the  construction  and  effect  of  the 
agreement.  It  consists  of  several  articles.  [His  lordship 
stated  them].  The  principal  question  is  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  10th  article,  and  what  its  legal  effect  is. 

Its  meaning  certainly  is,  that  Mr.  Edwards,  when  em- 
powered by  the  plaintiff  to  collect,  should  collect  the 
debts,  and  should  pay  such  debts  as  he  should  collect  to 
Stone  &  Co.,  for  the  plaintiff's  account:  and  as  Stone  & 
Co.  were  not  stake-holders,  and  had  no  trust  to  perform 
for  any  other  party  than  Lewis,  it  was  just  the  same  as  if 
the  monies  had  been  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
himself,  which,  it  may  be  well  contended,  is  equivalent  to 
an  undertaking  to  hold  the  monies  when  received  on  the 
plaintiff's  account.  But  admitting  this  to  be  so,  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  this  agreement  is  obligatory,  and  operates 
as  an  assignment  to  the  plaintiff  alone,  for  a  good  consi- 
deration, of  the  funds  belonging  to  the  assignees  joint- 
ly with  the  plaintiff;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it 
does  not.  There  is  no  consideration  moving  from  the 
plidntiff,  sufficient  to  make  the  agreement  binding  on  all 
parties,  and  capable  of  being  enforced  as  a  matter  of  legal 
obligation.  The  agreement  imposes  upon  the  plaintiff  no 
burthen  which  he  was  not  before  liable  to :  the  assignees 
and  defendant  have  no  benefit  which  they  had  not  before. 
The  whole  instrument  is  nothing  more  than  a  statement  of 
their  relative  duties  and  rights,  already  existing,  with 
some  matters  of  arrangement,  which  cannot  be  made  the 
subject  of  an  action.  The  10th  section  might  possibly  be 
construed  to  mean  that  the  plaintiff  should  abstain  to  col- 
lect any  of  the  outstanding  debts,  and  give  up  the  whole 
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cek.  of  Pleat,  to  the  defendant^  which  would  constitiite  a  good  oonadfliv 


1840. 


ation  for  the  defendant's  promise  to  collect  and  pqr  over; 
but  we  do  not  think  this  is  the  fiedr  constmctioib:  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  coUecting;  if  he 
thought  proper^  as  well  as  the  defendant.  We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion^  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  agreement  to 
divest  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts  of  their  l^al  inter- 
est in  the  joint  funds^  and  transfer  it  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
consequently  that  the  plaintiff  alone  cannot  maintain  this 
action:  and  he  certainly  cannot  without  having  such  a 
transfer^  as  it  is  clear  that  the  shares  of  the  bankrupt 
parties  vested  in  the  assignees  originally^  and  there  is  no 
validity  in  the  argument  that^  in  consequence  of  the  little 
prospect  of  a  surplus  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  the 
assignees  took  no  interest :  the  doctrine  so  clearly  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  Carvalho  v.  Bum  {a),  leaves  no  doubt  upon 
this  point :  and  if  it  has  not  been  transferred  firom  them 
to  the  solvent  partner,  he  alone  cannot  sue. 
The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged* 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  382. 


Elliott  and  Wife,  Administratrix  of  Elizabeth  Lane^  d 

ceased,  v,  Kemp. 

L.  waipos-        XbOVEB  for  furniture,  &c.     Pleas,  first,  not  guil 
t^rr^/othei'  secondly,  that  the  female  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  sf 

property,  and 

on  his  death,  intestate,  in  1827,  the  furniture  was  removed  by  his  widow  to  another  how 
which  she  resided,  until  her  death  in  1832,  with  her  daughter  E.,  and  cootinoed  duriof 
period  to  use  the  furniture.     In  October,  1829,  the  widow  caused  the  furniture  to  be  valr 
order  to  her  taking  out  administration  to  L.,  which  she  afterwards  did.     In  18SS,  the  flv 
was  sold  by  the  defendant,  (who  had  married  another  daughter  of  L.)  with  E.*s  conca 
In  1840,  (disputes  having  arisen  about  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds),  B.  took  oat«f 
tration  to  her  mother : — Held,  that  E.  could  not  maintain  trover  for  the  furnitnrt,  wUhouf 
taken  out  administration  de  bonis  non  to  L. 
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her  own  property,   as  administratrix,  of  the  goods   and  Exch.  of  Pieat, 
chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  on  which  issues  were 
joined.     At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  London  Sit- 
tings in  last  Trinity  Term,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  as 
follow : — 

The  intestate,  Mrs.  Lane,  was  the  mother  of  the  plain- 
tiff Mrs.  Elliott,  and  also  of  the  defendant's  wife.  Mrs. 
Lane's  husband  died  in  1827,  and  on  his  death  she  re- 
moved the  greater  part  of  his  household  furniture  to  an- 
other house,  in  which  she  resided  until  her  death  with  her 
daughter,  afterwards  Mrs.  Elliott,  and  continued  to  use 
the  furniture.  A  small  part  of  the  furniture,  for  which 
there  was  not  room  in  that  house,  was  at  the  same  time 
sent  to  the  defendant's  house.  In  October,  1829,  Mrs. 
Lane  caused  the  furniture  and  other  effects  of  her  late 
husband  to  be  valued,  in  order  to  her  taking  out  adminis- 
tration to  him,  which  she  afterwards  did.  Some  leasehold 
property  of  his  was  subsequently  sold,  but  it  did  not  appear 
whether  the  proceeds  were  applied  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  Mrs.  Lane  died  in  July,  1832.  In  1838,  the 
whole  of  the  furniture  was  sold  by  the  defendant's  order, 
with  Mrs.  Elliott's  concurrence :  but  some  disputes  arising 
about  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds,  Mrs.  Elliott,  in  the 
year  1840,  took  out  administration  to  her  mother,  and,  as 
her  administratrix,  brought  this  action  for  an  alleged  con- 
version by  the  sale  of  the  furniture  in  1838. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  learned  Judge  thought  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover,  but  that  adminis- 
tration de  bonis  non  should  have  been  taken  out  to  the 
estate  of  Mr.  Lane.  For  the  plaintiffs  it  was  contended, 
first,  that  the  defendant,  who  was  a  mere  wrong  doer, 
could  not  dispute  the  title  of  Mrs.  Lane,  who  had  been  for 
several  years  in  actual  possession  of  the  furniture  in  ques- 
tion, or  of  the  plaintiff  as  her  representative ;  and  next, 
that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  Mrs.  Lane 
had  become  entitled  in  her  own  right  to  the  furniture. 

VOL.  VII.  Y  M.  W. 
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Exek,  of  PUat,  The  first  point  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 

and  it  was  agreed  that  the  question  upon  the  evidence 
also^  instead  of  being  left  to  the  jury,  should  be  submitted 
to  the  Court,  and  its  effect  determined  by  them;  and  a 
verdict  was  thereupon  taken  for  the  defendant  on  the 
second  issue,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move 
to  set  it  aside,  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
j£50  damages. 

Bompas,  Seijt.,  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 

Humjrey,  in  this  term,  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that 
it  was  clear  upon  the  evidence  that  Mrs.  Lane  had  no  title 
except  as  the  administratrix  of  her  husband,  to  whom  it 
was  admitted  that  the  furniture  originally  belonged ;  and 
therefore  that  the  plaintiffs  coidd  derive  no  title  firom  her, 
but  ought,  to  entitle  them  to  the  possession,  to  have 
obtained  administration  de  bonis  non  to  the  effects  of  Mr. 
Lane. — The  Court  desired  to  hear 

Bompas,  Serjt.,  and  Gumey,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
There  are  two  grounds,  one  of  law,  and  the  other  of  fact, 
on  which  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  recover.  First,  a  primil 
facie  case  was  proved  in  point  of  law,  to  which  there  was  no 
answer  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  As  against  a  wrongs 
doer,  the  actual  possessor  of  any  chattel  may  maintain  an 
action  for  it.  Nay,  the  mere  finder  of  it,  though  he  does  not 
thereby  acquire  an  absolute  property  or  ownership,  has  such 
a  property  as  will  enable  him  to  keep  it  against  all  but  the 
rightful  owner,  and  consequently  may  maintain  trover: 
Armory  v.  Delamotte{a),  So,  possession  under  a  general 
bailment,  or  under  a  transfer  invalid  for  non-compliance 
with  a  statute,  is  sufficient  title  in  trover  against  a  stranger: 
Sutton  V.  Buck  (b).  So  here,  the  proof  of  Mrs.  Lane's  having 

(a)  1  Stro.  505.  (h)  2  Taunt.  302. 
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been  in  possession  of  this  fumitiire  for  two  years  and  a  Exeh.  of  PUat, 


hsif,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  title  in  her^  as  against  a  mere 
wrong-doer.  IParke,  But  here  the  wrong  is  done  to  no  par- 
ticular party  in  actual  possession ;  the  goods  were  then  bona 
vacantia;  then  the  question  is^  who  has  the  legal  right,  by 
relation  to  the  grant  of  administration.  What  defence 
would  the  defendant  have  against  the  party  who  should 
afterwards  take  out  administration  de  bonis  non?]  A 
wrong  doer  may  be  answerable  to  more  than  one  party. 
A  person  may  be  liable  for  use  and  occupation  both  to  the 
party  who  put  him  into  possession,  and  also  to  the  para- 
mount rightful  owner.  IParke,  B. — ^There  he  would  have 
a  right  of  indemnity  against  the  party  who  put  him  into 
poflseasion,  and  therefore  ultimately  would  not  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  twice  over.]  Prima  facie,  there  were  the 
goods  of  Mrs.  Lane  herself:  if  so,  prima  facie,  they  belong 
to  her  representative.  Then,  can  a  party,  who  shews  by 
evidence  no  right  whatever,  take  them  out  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  representative?  In  Crosskey  v.  Mills  (a),  where 
the  plaintiff,  being  in  possession  of  the  goods  of  an  intes- 
tate under  a  bill  of  sale,  employed  the  defendant,  an  auc- 
tioneer, to  sell  them,  it  was  held,  that  notwithstanding 
notice  to  the  contrary  from  the  widow  of  the  intestate,  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
proceeds :  and  there  Parke,  B.,  says,  *'  The  plaintiff  was 
the  person  who  originally  employed  the  defendant  to  sell. 
Therefore,  prima  facie,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  account 
to  the  plaintiff.  Admitting  that  the  defendant  could  set 
up  the  jus  tertii,  and  shew  that  he  was  liable  to  account 
to  a  third  person,  it  is  not  shewn  here  that  there  was  a 
title  in  any  third  person :  no  person  has  taken  out  letters 
of  administration.^'  A  real  jus  tertii  must  be  shewn,  not 
a  mere  possibility  of  one.  Suppose  a  party  is  in  possession 
of  goods  as  bailee,  under  a  responsibiUty  to  account  for 

(a)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  298. 
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Bieh.  of  Pleas,  them  to  the  real  owner,  cannot  he  sue  a  wrong  doer  in 
1840.  trover?  Now  the  responsibility  of  an  administrator,  ac- 
cording to  his  bond  given  to  the  ordinary,  is  to  make  a 
true  inventory  of  the  goods  of  the  intestate ;  well  and  truly 
to  administer  them  according  to  law ;  to  make  a  just  and 
true  account  of  his  administration ;  and  to  deliver  and  pay 
the  residue  as  the  Judge  by  decree  or  sentence  shall  ap- 
point. He  is,  therefore,  a  bailee  under  bond  to  distribute 
according  to  law,  and  to  redeliver  what  he  does  not  dis- 
tribute. Has  he  not  a  right  to  enforce  possession  of 
the  goods  which  he  is  so  to  account  for  and  redeliver? 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  plaintiflF  is  under  no  obligation  by  virtue 
of  the  bond  entered  into  by  Mrs.  Lane.  Rolfey  B. — ^The 
condition  of  the  bond  is,  not  that  the  party,  his  executors, 
administrators,  &c.,  shall  account,  but  only  that  the  party 
himself  shall  make  out  an  inventory  and  render  an  ac- 
count.] Supposing  these  goods  to  have  been  part  of  the 
estate  of  the  husband,  yet  by  the  conversion  of  them  to 
her  own  use,  the  widow  committed  a  breach  of  the  bond, 
for  which  her  estate  is  liable :  In  the  Goods  of  Hall  {a) ; 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Roberts  (i) :  then  is  not  her 
representative  entitled  to  the  possession  of  them,  in  order 
to  protect  herself  from  that  liability?  In  2  Saund.  47 
a.,  it  is  said,  "Where  an  executor  declares  [in  trover] 
upon  the  possession  of  his  testator,  and  of  a  conversion  by 
the  defendant  after  his  death,  it  is  sufficient,  because  the 
property  is  vested  in  the  executor,  and  that  draws  after  it 
the  possession  in  law.^^ 

But,  secondly,  these  goods  might,  upon  the  &cts  proved, 
be  considered  as  having  been  reserved  to  Mrs.  Lane,  as 
her  share  of  her  husband's  property.  They  were  valued, 
and  for  two  years  and  a  half  afterwards  she  continued, 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  other  parties  entitled,  to 
use  them  as  her  own,  and  no  claim  was  shewn  to  have 
been  made  to  them.     It  was  more  natural  that  she  should 


(a)  1  Hagg.  Cong.  Rep.  130.  {h)  1  C.  &  M.  690. 
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keep  than  sell  them.  It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  on  Bxeh,  ofPUat, 
the  sale  of  the  leasehold  property,  the  estate  was,  by  agree* 
ment  of  the  parties,  so  divided  as  that,  the  widow  taking  these 
goods  as  part  of  her  share,  the  proportions  were  according 
to  their  respective  rights.  It  is  analogous  to  the  case  of  a 
bequest  of  a  legacy  to  an  executor,  in  which  case  his  assent 
ifl  presumed,  and  mere  possession  is  almost  enough  to 
vest  it.  Here  the  only  facts  leading  to  the  contrary  con- 
clusion are,  that  five  years  before  the  goods  were  her  hus- 
band's, and  that  she  was  his  administratrix :  but  that  does 
not  rebut  the  presumption  to  be  derived  from  her  user  of 
them^  which,  unless  she  had  acquired  a  title  to  them  as  her 
own,  could  only  be  by  a  violation  of  her  duty  as  adminis- 
tratrix, which  will  not  be  presumed. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — This  case  was  argued  a  few  days  ago,  on 
shewing  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  facts  were  these : — ^The  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Elliott,  was 
the  administratrix  of  her  late  mother  Mrs.  Lane,  who 
was  also  the  mother  of  the  defendant's  wife.  Mrs.  Lane's 
husband  died  in  November,  1827.  His  household  furni- 
ture was  removed  after  his  death  by  his  widow  to  another 
house,  in  which  she  took  up  her  residence  with  her 
daughter  Mrs.  Elliott :  a  small  part,  for  which  there  was 
not  room  in  that  house,  was  sent  to  the  defendant's.  In 
October,  1829,  the  furniture  and  the  effects  of  Lane  were 
valued  by  Mrs.  Lane,  in  order  to  take  out  administration 
to  her  husband,  which  she  afterwards  did,  and  died  in 
July,  1832.  The  furniture  at  Mrs.  Lane's  was  used  by 
her;  and  some  leaseholds  of  her  late  husband's  were  sold, 
but  whether  the  proceeds  were  applied  to  the  payment  of 
her  husband's  debts,  what  was  the  amount  of  these  debts^ 
and  whether  Mrs.  Lane  had  any  funds  of  her  own  to  pay 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  them  with,  did  not  appear.    After  the  death  of  Mrs.  Lane, 

in  1838,  the  fomitnre,  formerly  Lane^s,  was  sold,  with  Mrs. 
Elliott's  conenrrence,  by  order  of  the  defendant;  and  some 
dispute  having  taken  place  about  the  proceeds  between  the 
parties  entitled,  Mrs.  Elliott,  in  1840,  took  out  adminis- 
tration to  her  mother,  and  brought  this  action  in  that  cha^ 
racter  for  the  conversion,  which  took  place  by  the  sale  in 
1838. 

On  the  trial,  it  appeared  to  me  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  entitled  to  recover,  but  that  administration  de  bonis 
non  should  have  been  taken  out  of  the  estate  of  Mrs. 
Lane.  My  brother  Bompas  contended,  that  as  the  defend* 
ant  was  a  wrong  doer,  he  could  not  dispute  the  title  of 
Mrs.  Lane  and  the  administratrix.  This  point  was  re- 
served. He  also  contended,  that,  at  all  events,  there  was 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  Mrs.  Lane  had  become  en- 
titled in  her  own  right  to  the  furniture  afterwards  sold.  I 
should  have  left  that  evidence  to  the  jury,  but  it  was 
agreed  on  both  sides,  that  it  should  be  submitted  to  the 
Court  above,  and  its  effect  determined  by  us,  as  wdl  as 
the  point  of  law  which  was  reserved.  On  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  the  same  objections  were  made,  and  very  ably 
argued. 

It  is  imnecessary,  in  this  case,  to  decide  the  qaestion, 
whether,  in  an  action  of  trespass  or  trover  for  permmal 
property,  the  simple  fact  of  possession,  which  is  unques- 
tionably evidence  of  title,  is  conclusive  evidence,  and  con- 
stitutes a  complete  title,  in  all  cases,  against  a  defendant 
who  is  a  mere  wrong  doer,  as  it  does  in  actions  of  trespass 
to  real  property,  and  in  those  actions  for  injuries  to  per- 
sonal chattels,  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  a  special  ^nifyeriy 
in  such  chattels ;  for  in  the  present  case  the  plaintifi  were 
not  in  possession  of  the  chattels,  the  subject  of  this  suit^ 
at  the  time  of  the  conversion;  and  the  (mly  way  in  whidi 
this  action  can  be  supported,  is  by  virtue  of  the  lelatiOB 
which  takes  place  by  law  to  the  death  of  the  deoeaaed,  ia 
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fiiTonr  of  his  personal  representative^  in  all  cases  of  inter-  Exch.  of  PUat, 
mediate  injury  to  Iiis  chattels.  But  the  title  of  the  plain-  ^^^^" 
tiff  as  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Lane^  relates  back 
to  her  death,  with  respect  to  these  chattels  only  which 
were  her  own,  and  which  vest  in  her  administrator;  and 
the  simple  question  then  is,  whether  the  chattels  in  ques- 
tion were  her  own  property.  K  they  were  not,  the  plain- 
tiffs have  no  title  whatever  to  them,  and  cannot  maintain 
this  action. 

It  was  ingeniously  contended,  that,  even  admitting  that 
the  effects  were  not  Mrs.  Lane's  own,  still  the  administra- 
tion bond,  into  which  Mrs.  Lane  no  doubt  entered,  gave  a 
sort  of  custody  or  special  property  in  her  husband's  effects 
nnadministered,  until  an  administration  de  bonis  non 
should  be  taken  out :  which  special  interest  would  enable 
him  to  maintain  an  action  for  their  conversion  after  her 
death.  But  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  such  is  not  the 
effect  of  the  bond ;  her  own  administrator  is  liable  to  the 
extent  of  her  assets,  for  all  breaches  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond ;  but  he  has  no  right  or  interest  in  the  unad- 
ministered  effects,  all  of  which  devolve  on  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  after  the  death  of  the  administratrix. 

The  only  question  then  is,  whether  those  chattels,  which 
were  formerly  the  husband's,  became,  by  any  means,  his 
widow's  in  her  own  right :  and  this  is  the  question  of  fact 
which  we  have  to  dispose  of,  by  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
instead  of  the  jury. 

The  administratrix  might  have  acquired  a  title  by  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  intestate  to  an  equal  value  with 
the  chatteb,  or  by  taking  those  chattels,  by  an  agreement 
with  the  next  of  kin  intituled  under  the  statute  of  distri- 
bution, or  enen  without  such  agreement^  by  appropriating 
them  to  herself  as  her  own  share.  There  was  no  direct 
proof  either  of  payment  of  debts  by  Mrs.  Lane,  or  of  any 
division  of  the  effects,  by  agreement  with  the  next  of  kin, 
or  otherwise ;  and  we  think  that  we  are  not  warranted  in 
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Exeh.  of  pieoi,  this  case  in  inferring  any  of  these  circnmstances^  firom  the 

simple  fact  of  the  possession  by  Mrs.  Lane  for  two  years 
and  a  half^  and  the  nse  of  the  fumitnre.  Her  possession^ 
and  still  more  the  nse  of  these  chattels^  is  no  doubt  evi- 
dence of  title  in  her  own  right ;  and  if  there  was  no  other 
proof  in  the  case^  would  unquestionably  be  sufficient :  but 
when  it  appears  that  the  goods  were  her  husband's  at 
his  deaths  and  her  possession  that  of  an  administratrix, 
it  becomes  a  question  upon  all  the  facts^  whether  she  had 
acquired  a  title  or  not  in  her  own  right ;  and  we  are  not 
satisfied  that  she  did.  For  any  thing  that  appears  in  the 
case,  we  think  the  goods  would^  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
conversion^  have  been  liable  to  an  execution  at  the  suit  of 
a  creditor  of  the  husband.  A  little  more  evidence  might 
have  given  a  different  complexion  to  the  case ;  but  upon 
the  facts  in  proofs  we  think  we  are  not  warranted  in 
coming  to  any  other  conclusion,  than  that  the  property 
remained  uncharged ;  and  therefore  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Bule  discharged. 


Indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit for 
work  and  la- 
bour, and  for 
•errices  in  na- 


Cleworth  V.  PicKFORD  and  Others. 

xVsSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour  done,  and  for  ser» 
vices  in  navigating  certain  barges,  &c.,  for  the  defendants; 
with  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

Tigating  cer- 
tain barges  for  the  defendants.  Plea,  that  the  claim  was  for  wages  due  for  services  performed 
by  the  plaintiff  as  master  of  a  boat  used  by  the  defendants  for  the  carriage  of  goods,  tbey  being 
conunon  carriers,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  hired  by  them  under  an  agreement,  that,  as  master 
of  the  said  boat,  he  was  to  be  responsible  for  the  safety  and  due  deliyery  of  all  goods  taken  on 
board  by  him,  and  was  to  be  chargeable  for  all  pilferages  of,  or  damage  or  losses  to  any  goods 
under  his  charge;  and  that  the  amount  thereof  should  be  deducted  from  his  wages,  and  might 
be  pleaded  or  set  off  accordingly.  The  plea  then  averred  the  delivery  of  a  pipe  of  wine  to  the 
plaintiff  on  board  the  boat ;  and  that,  whilst  it  was  so  in  the  plaintiff's  charge,  the  wine  was  pil* 
fered  and  water  substituted  in  lieu  thereof,  whereby  the  pipe  of  wine  was  greatly  damaged,  lor 
which  damage  the  defendants  were  liable,  and  which  damage  amounted  to  a  certain  sum,  &&, 
which  far  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  The  de- 
fendants then  claimed  to  set-off  the  loss  they  had  thereby  sustained,  against  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand. To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuri& : — Htld^  that  the  replication  was  improper. 
StmbU,  that  the  plea  amounted  to  the  general  issue. 
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Plea^  that  tbe  sum  of  money  in  the  first  connt  men-  Etch,  of  PUat, 
tioned  was  and  is  wages  which  accrued  due  to  the  plain-  *  ^ 

tiflf  for  work  and  services  done  and  performed  by  the  Cleworth 
plaintiff  and  his  servants  for  the  defendants^  as  a  master  pickford. 
in  the  service  and  employ  of  the  defendants^  of  a  certain 
boat  used  by  them  for  the  carriage  of  goods  for  hire^  they 
being  common  carriers  of  goods  for  hire ;  and  the  said  smn 
of  money  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  men- 
tioned^ was  and  is  the  price  of  certain  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants^  upon  the  occa- 
sion of  his  leaving  their  said  employ^  and  which  had  been 
used  by  him  in  and  about  and  in  respect  of  the  navigation 
of  the  same  boat^  and  the  horses  which  drew  the  same. 
And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
hired  by  them  as  master  of  the  said  boat,  under-  and  by 
virtue  of  an  express  contract  and  agreement  theretofore  and 
before  the  accruing  of  the  said  causes  of  action,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  of  January,  1835,  made  between  the  defendants  and 
the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf,  and  which  said  contract  and 
agreement  contained  therein  certain  terms  and  conditions 
subject  to  which  the  defendants  took  the  plaintiff  into 
their  service  and  employ,  and,  amongst  others,  to  the  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say;  that,  as  master  of  the  said  boat, 
he  was  to  be  fully  and  absolutely  responsible  to  the  de- 
fendants for  the  preservation,  safety,  and  due  delivery 
of  all  goods  taken  on  board  by  him,  and  he  was  to 
be  charged  for  all  pilferages  of,  or  damages,  or  losses 
whatever,  to  or  in  respect  of  any  goods  then  under  his 
charge,  by  whomsoever  committed  or  sustained,  and  from 
whatsoever  cause,  so  as  and  that  the  amount  of  the  said 
pilferages  or  damages  so  sustained,  although  not  actually 
paid  by  the  defendants,  were  to  be  deducted  from  his 
wages  or  other  demand  of  his  against  the  defendants,  and 
might  be  pleaded  or  set  off  accordingly.  And  the  defend- 
ants further  say,  that  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  so  in  their 
service  and  employ  under  the  said  contract  and  agree» 
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SxdL  of  Pleats  ment,  and  imon  the  terms  and  conditions  contained  therein. 

1840 

^—-v'^— ^  to  wit,  on  the  5th  of  February,  1835,  a  certain  pipe  of 
Cleworth  j^q  Qf  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  £100,  was  de- 
PicKFORi>.  livered  to  the  defendants  as  such  common  carriers,  to  be 
carried  and  conveyed  by  them  from  London  to  Leek,  in 
the  county  of  Derby,  and  thereupon  they,  to  wit,  on  the 
same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  caused  to  be  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  on  board  the  said  boat  whereof  be  was 
such  master  as  aforesaid,  and  the  plaintiff  then  received 
from  them,  and  took  under  his  charge  as  such  master,  the 
said  pipe  of  wine  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  by  him  in 
the  said  boat,  upon  a  part  of  the  passage  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
to  Stoke,  in  the  county  of  Stafford.  And  the  defendants 
further  say,  that  whilst  the  said  pipe  of  wine  was  so  in  the 
possession  and  under  the  charge  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
said  part  of  the  said  passage  as  aforesaid,  and  before  it 
arrived  at  Stoke  aforesaid,  certain  of  the  contents  of  the 
said  pipe  of  wine,  to  wit,  twenty  gallons  of  the  wine 
therein  contained,  were  pilfered  and  lost  out  of  the  said 
pipe,  and  water  substituted  in  lieu  thereof,  whereby  the 
said  pipe  of  wine  was  greatly  damaged  and  injured,  and 
for  which  damage  and  injury  the  defendants  were  by  law 
liable  and  responsible  to  the  owner  of  the  said  pipe  of 
wine.  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said  da- 
mage and  loss  amounted  to  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  £50,  which  far  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  causes  of 
action  in  the  said  first  and  second  counts  of  the  said  decla- 
ration mentioned;  and  they,  the  defendants,  heretofore 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 
same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  sustained  and  were 
obliged  to  pay  money  and  damages,  and  sustained  losses 
for  and  by  reason  and  on  account  of  the  said  damage  and 
loss  to  the  said  pipe  of  wine  as  aforesaid,  to  a  large 
amount,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  £50;  and  they,  the  de- 
fendants, have  always  claimed  and  do  claim  to  set  off  and 
allow  to  the  plaintiff,  out  of  the  amount  of  the  said  money. 
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damages^  and  losses  so  paid  and  sustained  by  them^  the  E*eh,  of  pieas^ 
amount  of  the  said  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory     .   ^o^Q»  ^ 
part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  in  pursuance  and  according     Cleworth 
to  the  said  contract  and  agreement  as  aforesaid,  whereof     pickpord. 
tiie  plaintiff  hath  always  had  notice.    Verification. 

IV)  tiiis  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  replication  de  injurifi  is  not  by  law  admis- 
sible to  be  pleaded  in  reply  to  the  said  plea,  and  also  for 
that  the  said  replication  is  bad  for  duplicity  and  multifa- 
riowness,  in  attempting  to  put  in  issue  the  several  mat- 
ters contained  in  the  plea. 

l%e  i^aintiff^s  points  for  argument  stated  the  following, 
amongst  other  objections  to  the  plea:  viz.,  '^  that  the  agree- 
ment therein  stated  is  for  the  settlement  of  future  causes 
of  action  in  a  manner  different  from  that  pointed  out  by 
the  law,  and  seeks  to  controul  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Coorts  of  law  in  the  dedsion  oi  such  causes  of  action,  and 
to  interfere  with  the  order  and  method  by  which,  by  law, 
they  ought  to  be  decided.^ 

Martin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — It  will  be  said 
that  the  plea  is  not  a  good  plea,  because  it  sets  up  an 
agreement  which  is  illegal;  but  that  is  not  so.  It  in  sub- 
stance sets  forth  an  agreement  that  the  defendant  should 
be  at  liberty  to  setoff  against  the  plaintiff's  wages  or 
other  claim,  any  loss  or  damage  which  they  might  sustain 
in  respect  of  any  goods  which  they  intrusted  to  the  plain- 
tiff or  put  under  his  charge.  Before  the  statutes  g£  set- 
off, these  agreements  were  very  common.  Dabton  v. 
lActhari  («)  and  KiRfneriey  ¥,  Hosaack  {b)  are  instances 
of  it.  Then  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  replication 
is  good,  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  not.  It  puts  in 
issue  the  agreement,  the  delivery  of  the  goods   to  the 

(a)  5  T,  R,  133.  (b)  2  Taunt  170. 
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Eitii.  b/  PUat,  defendants,  and  the  loss  of  them.  A  great  rariety  of  dr- 
-^  cumstances  stated  in  the  plea  are  put  in  issuej  instead  of 
Clevokth  tiie  iggug  being  confined  to  one  single  point.  It  is  tme 
PicKpoBD.  that  in  Selby  v.  Bardotu  (a),  a  plea  in  bar  to  an  iiTowry  in- 
volving several  matters  of  fact,  was  held  good  by  Pttrke, 
3.,  and  Paiteaon,  J.,  but  Lord  Tenierden  was  of  a  contrary 
opinion;  and  Pafleson,  J.,  said,  that  if  the  question  vere  res 
Integra,  he  should  have  had  no  hesitatioQ  in  holding  that 
the  pleas  were  bad,  on  account  of  the  issue  tendered  by 
them  being  multifarious.  This  plea  falls  within  the  excep- 
tion in  Croff ale's  case  {b).  It  is  not  in  excuse,  for  it  claims 
authority  from  the  plaintiff  to  set  off  the  defendants'  de- 
mand; it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  set-off;  and  there  is  no  in- 
tance  of  a  replication  de  injuria  being  held  good  to  a  plea 
of  set-off.  Jiaac  v.  Farrar  (c)  is  the  first  case  in  which  such 
a  replication  was  held  good  in  assumpsit,  and  the  other 
Ck>urts  have  only  so  held  in  conformity  with  that  decision. 
But  there  is  no  case  where  it  has  been  held  to  be  good 
even  in  assumpsit,  except  in  actions  on  bills  of  exchange, 
and  this  Court  appears  to  have  come  to  the  decision  in 
Isaac  V.  Farrar,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  matter  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  which  constituted  a 
prim&  facie  case  of  liability.  This  is  a  case  of  indebitatus 
assumpsit,  and  the  plaintiff  must  shew  by  proof,  that  a  debt 
was  due  on  a  certain  day,  at  which  time  an  excuse  existed 
for  its  non-payment.  In  Cri^  v.  Griffiths  (d),  Parke,  B. 
puts  the  question  on  that  ground :  "  The  plea  does  not  allege 
that  b^ore  the  breach  of  the  defendant's  promise,  something 
occurred  which  took  away  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue ;  but 
that  tifter  the  breach  was  committed,  something  was  done 
which  suspended  that  right."  It  ought  to  he  something 
which  excuses  the  performance  at  the  time  when  the  act 
ought  to  be  performed;  but  this  matter  of  defence  had  not 


(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  2.  (r)  1  M.  &  W.  05. 

lb)  8  Rep.  66.  (d)  2  a,  M.  ft  tUjf 
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occurred  at  the  time  the  debt  accrued.  This  plea^  therefore^  Exek.  of  PUat, 
alleges  matter  not  of  excuse  but  of  discharge^  and  if  so,  the    ^   *840.  ^ 
replication  is  bad :  Jones  v.  Senior  (a).     And  assuming  the     Cleworth 
plea  to  be  bad,  as  amounting  to  the  general  issue,  it  has  been     pickford. 
decided  by  this  Court,  that  in  such  a  case  the  replication 
de  injuria  is  improper :  Elwell  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way  Company  (b) ;  Parker  v.  Riley  {c).     And  it  was  also 
held  in  the  last  case  that  the  replication  de  injuria  was 
bad,  where  the  plea  amounted  to  an  avoidance  of  the  con- 
tract itself.     [Lord  Abinger,  C,  B.,  I  doubt  whether  the 
plea  does  not  amount  to  the  general  issue.]      Then  as 
there  is  no  special  demurrer  to  the  plea,  it  will  stand,  and 
the  replication  must  be  held  bad. 

Miller,  contra. — ^The  plea  confesses  a  breach  of  the  pro- 
mise at  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  and  seeks  to  ex- 
cuse it  by  alleging  matter  ex  post  facto.  The  moment  the 
goods  are  sold  and  delivered,  the  defendants  become  in- 
debted, and  the  breach  arises,  as  the  law  implies  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  on  request.  Here  the  loss  occurred  during 
the  continuance  of  the  plaintiff^s  service;  and  the  de- 
fendants were  to  be  indemnified  for  losses  which  they 
might  sustain  during  the  service.  The  breach  of  that 
agreement  could  not  have  arisen  until  the  defendants  were 
called  upon  to  pay  the  damage.  The  plea  admits  that  the 
defendants  promised  to  pay  for  the  services  of  the  plaintiff 
on  request,  but  alleges,  that  since  then  they  have  been 
called  upon  to  pay  damage  to  a  greater  amount  than  what 
became  due  for  his  services.  It  does  not  amount  to  the 
general  issue,  because  the  right  of  set-off  accrued  subse- 
quently to  the  time  at  which  the  defendants  were  in  fact 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff;  it  is  therefore  merely  an  excuse 
for  non-payment.  It  is  only  since  the  new  Rules  that  this 
replication  has  been  held  to  be  good  in  assumpsit. 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  123.  (b)  5  M.  &  W.  669. 

(c)  3  M.  &  W.  230. 
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Exeh.  of  PUa^t  Secondly^  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance.  There  can  be  no 
^  ^^^'  ^  right  to  set  off  unliquidated  damages.  The  contract  relied 
Clbworth  upon  by  the  plea  is  applicable  only  to  the  first  county  not 
PicKPoRD.  ^  ^^  count  for  goods  sold.  Again^  the  agreement  is  not 
averred  to  be  in  writing.  At  the  time  the  goods  were  sold 
and  delivered^  the  defendants  became  indebted^  and  then 
they  say  they  did  not  pay  for  them^  because  they  had  this 
excuse]  but  it  constitutes  no  excuse  at  all  in  law.  [Lord 
Abinger^  C.  B. — This  is  not  pleaded  as  a  set-off  by  statute 
but  by  agreement^  and  if  so^  it  amounts  to  the  general  isaoe.] 
In  order  to  bring  it  within  that  rule,  the  plea  ought  to  hare 
shewn  that  the  damage  had  accrued  at  the  time  the  goods 
were  sold  and  delivered;  but  this  plea  in  effect  says,  at  the 
time  the  goods  were  sold,  we  had  nothing  to  set  off,  but 
now  we  have: — that  is  not  the  general  issue. — He  cited  Nod 
V.  Bich  (a)  and  Hemingway  v.  Hamilton  (b).  In  the  latter 
case  it  was  held^  that  if  a  plea  admit  an  actual  breach^ 
it  can  only  amount  to  an  excuse  for  the  non.perform- 
ance  of  the  contract.  Besides,  this  plea  sets  up  as  a  defenoe 
an  agreement  which  was  invalid:  for  it  is  dear  that  a 
Court  of  law  cannot  be  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  by  an 
agreement  to  refer  the  matter  in  dispute  to  the  decision  of 
a  private  tribunal ;  and  the  Court  will  not  allow  the  plain- 
tiff, by  such  means,  to  be  deprived  of  the  compensation 
for  services  to  which  he  is  entitled. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  this  plea 
substantially  amounts  to  the  general  issue.  It  states  that 
the  plaintiff,  by  the  original  contract  under  which  his  ser- 
vices were  rendered,  agreed  to  accept  in  satisfaction  and 
payment  for  the  services  rendered  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment, such  sum  as  might  be  due  after  deducting  any 
payments  which  the  defendants  were  liable  to  make  in 
consequence  of  his  negligence.    If  that  was  the  contract, 

(a)  2  C,  M.  &  R.  360.  (h)  4  M.  &  W.  115. 
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it  was  not  a  contract  which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  main-  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
tain  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  his  services ;  ^  ^^'  - 
and  the  plea  therefore  amounts  to  the  general  issue^  as  it  Clewortu 
denies  that  there  was  any  legal  contract  resulting  from  pickforik 
the  services  performed.  In  all  cases  of  assumpsit^  either 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such  as  that  the  law 
will  raise  a  promise  £rom  them^  or  it  arises  out  of  a  spe- 
cial agreement.  This  is  a  special  agreement ;  and  upon  the 
face  of  the  plea  it  appears,  that  whether  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  be  paid  for  his  services,  depends  upon  the  ques^ 
tion  whether,  at  the  time  he  was  entitled  to  his  wages, 
the  money  which  the  defendants  had  been  obliged  to  pay 
by  reason  of  his  negligence  exceeded  the  amount  due  to 
him  forrservices  j  if  it  did,  then  he  has  agreed  that  such  pay- 
ments shall  go  in  satis&ction  of  his  demand.  That  shews 
that  his  demand  accrues  under  a  special  contract,  and  not 
by  legal  inference.  If  so,  the  plea  amounts  to  the  general 
issue ;  and  then  the  replication  de  injuria  is  bad.  With 
respect  to  the  last  point  made  by  Mr.  Miller,  it  appears  to 
be  entirely  a  misapplication  of  the  well  known  rule  of  law, 
that  an  agreement  to  refer  is  not  binding.  It  is  true  that 
such  an  agreement  is  not  binding  unless  it  is  acted  upon, 
but  when  the  reference  has  taken  place,  and  the  award  is 
made,  it  becomes  so.  In  one  sense  it  does  not  oust  the 
Court  of  its  jurisdiction,  but  in  another  sense  it  does ;  for 
when  the  award  is  made,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  ia 
gone ;  and  all  the  Courts  have  to  say  is,  whether  it  is  a  good 
award  or  not.  The  case  of  an  agreement  to  refer,  there- 
fore, does  not  apply  here.  But  supposing  this  plea  does  not 
amount  to  the  general  issue,  then  it  is  either  a  plea  of  set- 
off, or  a  plea  of  payment  in  satisfaction ;  in  either  of  which 
cases  the  replication  de  injuri&  would  be  equally  inad- 
missible. I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  it  amounts  to 
the  general  issue. 

Albbrson,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  plea  is  either 
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Cleworth 

PiCKPORD. 


Exeh.  of  Phot,  equivalent  to  the  general  isaue^  or  else  is  a  plea  of  set-off, 
1840.  which  has  not  been  answered  by  the  replication,  that  being 
inconsistent  with  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  plea.  The 
replication  says,  that  the  defendants  broke  their  promise 
without  the  excuse  mentioned  in  the  plea ;  but  the  plea 
does  not  offer  an  excuse  for  breaking  the  contract  declared 
on ;  it  says  the  defendants  have  not  paid  the  plaintiff,  be- 
cause^ under  the  agreement  between  them,  they  hare  a  de- 
mand against  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  them  by  reason  of  his  negligence,  to  a  greater 
amount,  which  they  are  willing  to  set  off. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Hunter  v.  Parker  and  Another. 

SemhU,ihaLt  the  X ROVER  for  a  ship  called  the  Persian.  Pleas,  1st,  not 
i^tp  has  autho-  6^1*^7  >  2ndly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  lawfully  pos- 
nty,  when,  in     gesscd :  and  issues  thereon. 

contcquence  of  ' 

ii^uryto  the  At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 

Toyage,  there  it  after  Micliaclmas  Term,  1839,  the  following  appeared  to 

no  prospect  of 
bringing  her  to 
the  termination 
of  the  voyage, 
to  tell  her  for 
the  benefit  of 
all  parties  in- 
terested. 

At  all  events,  where  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  have  been  received  by  the  owner,  that  is  a 
sufficient  ratification  by  him  of  the  act  of  the  master  in  selling  her,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
afterwards  recovering  back  the  ship  from  the  purchaser  or  one  claiming  under  him. 

So,  it  is  equally  a  ratification  of  a  sale  by  an  auctioneer,  acting  under  a  parol  authority  from 
the  master. 

And  where,  under  such  circumstances,  the  ship  was  transferred  by  an  instrument  executed 
by  the  auctioneer,  under  Mealf  but  in  other  respects  complying  with  the  requisitions  of  the 
Registry  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  55,  s.  31,  it  was  held,  that  the  ratification  of  the  owner  was 
sufficient  to  give  validity  to  the  transfer ;  for  that,  as  the  statute  does  not  require  a  transfer 
under  seat,  the  instrument  might  have  the  effect  of  a  written  transfer  by  the  master  according 
to  the  statute,  as  well  as  that  of  the  deed  of  the  auctioneer. 

The  purchaser  of  a  vessel  under  such  circumstances  cannot  set  up  any  defence  of  lien  against 
an  action  of  trover  by  the  owner. 


be  the  facts  of  the  case : — 

The  ship  in  question,  being  then  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  surviring  partner  of  the  firm  of  Hunter 
and  Elliott,  who  were  her  registered  owners,  was  stranded. 
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daring  a  heavy  gale^  on  the  bar  of  the  harbour  of  Bathurst,  Sxch.  of  puat, 
in  New  Brunswick,  on  the  11th  of  November,  1835.  The  ^  7^^-  , 
master  forthwith  called  a  survey  of  the  vessel,  and  under  Hunter 
the  advice  of  the  surveyors  caused  certain  necessary  re-  parker. 
pairs  to  be  done  for  her  immediate  safety,  and  wrote 
home  to  the  plaintiff  for  instructions,  but  received  none 
of  any  kind.  The  vessel  remained  on  the  strand  the  whole 
of  the  following  winter  and  spring;  and  in  the  month 
of  June,  1836,  the  master  called  a  final  survey.  The 
surveyors  reported  the  vessel  to  be  unseaworthy;  and,  act- 
ing upon  their  report,  the  master  sold  her  in  her  then 
state,  by  auction,  to  Mr.  Cunard ;  and  the  following  bill  of 
sale  was  signed  and  sealed  by  the  auctioneer: — '' Whereas 
the  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Persian,  of  the  burthen  pf 
257^  tons,  belonging  to  the  port  of  Sunderland,  arrived 
at  the  harbour  of  Bathurst,  in  New  Brunswick,  and  loaded 
there  a  cargo  of  timber  destined  for  Liverpool,  Great  Bri- 
tain ;  and  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  having  her  said  cargo  on 
board,  while  riding  at  anchor  in  the  roads  of  the  said  har- 
bour, preparing  to  proceed  to  sea  on  her  said  voyage,  and 
on  the  11th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1835^  experienced  a  heavy  gale  of  wind,  which  drove  her 
from  her  said  anchorage  on  the  shoals  or  flats  on  the  north 
west  side  of  the  harbour,  where  she  bilged  and  struck : 
That  Henry  Stratford,  the  master  of  the  said  ship  or  ves- 
sel^ caused  immediately  thereon  a  survey  or  examination 
to  be  made  of  the  state  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  report  or  recommendation  of  the  surveyors, 
the  said  Henry  Stratford,  master  as  aforesaid,  and  acting 
as  the  agent  for  the  owners,  underwriters,  and  all  others  con- 
cemed  in  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  caused  certain  things  to  be 
done  and  performed  for  the  safety  and  preservation  of  the 
said  vessel,  with  her  cargo :  That  on  the  2nd  day  of  June 
next  following,  which  was  in  the  present  year  of  our  Lord 
1886,  the  said  ship  or  vessel  being  still  on  the  flats  or 
shoals  aforesaid,  and  having  experienced  additional  damage 

VOL.  VII.  z  M.  w. 
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Exch,  of  Phut,  by  the  ice  during  the  intervening  winter^  the  said  Heniy 
^^^*  ^  Stratford  caused  another  and  final  survey  to  be  held  on 
the  said  vessel  by  competent  persons,  and  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  country,  the  result  of  which  survey  was  the 
condemnation  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  as  unseaworthy,  &c.; 
all  of  which  has  been  made  to  appear  xuito  me,  as  well  by 
the  protest  of  the  said  Henry  Stratford,  as  by  the  testimony 
of  the  surveyors  and  otherwise ;  whereupon  the  said  Heniy 
Stratford,  acting  as  aforesaid^  applied  to^  directed,  and  au- 
thorized me^  Henry  W.  Baldwin,  an  auctioneer,  duly 
licensed  and  qualified^  to  advertise  for  sale,  and  to  sell  for 
the  best  advantage,  for  the  benefit  of  owners,  underwriters, 
insurers,  and  aU  others  whomsoever  interested  in  the  said 
vessel,  the  hull^  masts,  spars,  rigging,  boats,  and  fumitore 
of  or  belonging  to  the  said  ship  or  vessel;  and,  accord- 
ingly, at  Bathurst  aforesaid,  on  the  15th  day  of  June, 
1836,  after  sufficient  notice  being  published  and  generally 
made  known  of  the  same,  the  said  ship  or  vessel  and  fur- 
niture as  aforesaid,  were  offered  and  exposed  by  me  for 
sale  at  public  auction ;  and  the  hull  being  then  and  there 
set  up,  Henry  Cunard,  of  the  firm  of  Cunard  &  Co.,  of 
Bathurst  aforesaid,  appearing  the  highest  bidder,  there- 
fore it  was  accordingly  to  the  said  Henry  Cunard  knocked 
down  and  sold :  Therefore^  know  all  men  by  these  presents, 
that  I,  Henry  W.  Baldwin,  a  licensed  auctioneer  for  the 
county  of  Gloucester,  acting  imder  and  by  the  authority 
aforesaid,  and  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £280, 
lawful  money  of  New  Brunswick,  to  me  in  hand  well  and 
truly  paid  by  the  said  Henry  Cunard,  of  the  firm  of  Joseph 
Cunard  &  Co.,  the  receipt  whereof  I  do  hereby  acknow- 
ledge, for  the  uses  and  purposes  aforesaid,  have  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred,  and  set  over,  and  by 
these  presents^  do  fully  and  absolutely  grant,  bargain,  sell, 
assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  unto  the  said  Henry  Cunard, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  that 
ship  or  vessel  called  the  Persian,  of  267  tons'  burthen. 
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or  tliereabouts,  now  Ijring  stranded  on  the  shoals  on  the  Exck,  of  PUawt 
north  side  of  Alston  Point,  at  the  mouth  of  the  harbour 
of  Bathurst  aforesaid,  with  the  lower  masts,  bowsprit, 
windlass,  and  all  furniture  remaining  on  board  at  the 
date  of  these  presents,  which  said  ship  or  vessel  had  been 
duly  registered  pursuant  to  an  act  of  Parliament  for  that 
purpose,  and  a  copy  of  the  certificate  of  registry  is  as  fd. 
lows,  via,  [the  certificate  of  registry  was  then  recited] : — 
To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  ship  or  vessel  called  the 
Persian,  and  all  and  singular  the  premises  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  hereby  bargained  and  sold,  or  intended 
so  to  be,  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  with  the  ap- 
purtenances, unto  the  said  Henry  Cunard,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and  for  Ids  and  their  own 
proper  use  and  benefit,  and  as  their  own  proper  goods  and 
chattels,  henceforth  for  ever :  and  I,  Henry  W.  Baldwin, 
do  covenant  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  Henry  Cu- 
nard, his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  man- 
ner following,  that  is  to  say,  that  I  have  in  myself,  by  the 
authority  and  for  the  purposes  hereinbefore  named,  and 
by  and  for  none  other,  full  power  and  absolute  authority 
to  grant,  bargain,  sell,  transfer,  and  set  over  the  said 
ship  or  vessel  called  the  Persian,  with  the  appurtenances, 
unto  the  said  Henry  Cunard,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  according  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  presents.  In  wit- 
ness"' &a 

The  auctioneer  had  no  authority  for  the  sale,  except  a 
letter  from  the  master  directing  it.  Cunard,  the  pur- 
diaser,  paid  part  of  the  pxurchase-money  to  the  master  for 
necessary  expenses,  and  the  balance  was  transmitted  by  him 
to  his  agent  in  England,  by  whom  it  was  paid  over  to  the 
plaintiffl  Cunard  got  the  vessel  off  the  shoals  with  great 
difficulty;  and  having  been  at  considerable  expense  in  fit- 
ting her  for  sea,  sent  her  with  a  cargo  to  England,  where 

z2 
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Exch,  of  PUoi,  be  offered  her  again  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  money  he  had 
^^^'  ,  expended  upon  her,  but  which  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
give,  saying,  that  she  was  not  worth  so  much ;  that  she 
had  been  fairly  sold  and  bought,  and  he  was  sorry  Mr. 
Cunard  had  made  a  bad  bargain.  Cunard  afterwards  en- 
tered into  a  negotiation  for  the  sale  of  her  to  a  Mr. 
Briggs,  to  which  negotiation  the  plaintiff  was  a  party, 
and  told  Briggs  that  if  he  bought  her,  he  (the  plaintiff) 
would  not  interfere.  Briggs  did  buy  her,  and  subse* 
quently  resold  her  to  the  present  defendants,  and  the 
plaintiff  supplied  her  with  stores  on  their  credit.  The 
plaintiff,  notwithstanding,  afterwards  demanded  the  vessel 
back  from  the  defendants;  and  on  their  refusal  to  deliver 
her,  brought  this  action  of  trover  against  them  to  recover 
her. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  left  three  questions 
to  the  jury: — First,  whether  the  master,  in  selling  the 
ship,  had  acted  bona  fide,  and  with  the  intention  of  doing 
the  best  for  the  advantage  of  the  owner  and  of  all  parties 
concerned.  The  jury  found  that  he  had.  Secondly,  whe- 
ther there  was  an  actual  necessity  for  the  sale.  The  jury 
found  that  there  was.  Thirdly,  whether  the  plaintiff  had, 
by  his  subsequent  conduct,  ratified  the  acts  of  the  master 
with  knowledge  of  them.  The  jury  found  that  he  had. 
The  verdict  was  thereupon,  under  his  Lordship's  direction, 
entered  generally  for  the  defendants. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1840,  Cresswell  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  made 
the  following  points : — First,  that  the  master  of  a  vessel 
has  not,  under  any  circumstances,  authority  to  sell  her  so 
long  as  she  continues  a  ship,  but  can  sell  a  mere  wreck 
only,  which  it  was  clear  this  vessel  was  not:  Beidr, 
Darby  (a) :  secondly,  that  even  if  the  master  had  such 
power  of  sale,  he  could  not  delegate  it  to  the  auctioneer : 

(a)  10  East,  143. 
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thirdly,  that  the  bill  of  sale  being  by  deed,  and  not  being  Exch.  of  PUat, 

executed  as  the  deed  of  the  principal  (the  master),  was 

therefore  void  under  the  Ships'  Registry  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4, 

c.  65  :  fourthly,  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  ratification, 

or  of  any  knowledge,  by  the  plaintijff  of  the  form  of  the 

sale,  although  there  was  of  the  sale  itself:  and  lastly,  that 

no  lien  existed  in  the  defendants,  and  therefore  there  was 

no  defence  to  the  action,  if  the  property  in  the  ship  was 

in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  demand  and  refusal. 

In  Easter  Term, 

Sir   fV.  W.  Follett  and  22.   V.  Richards  shewed  cause 
against  the  rule. — Upon  the  evidence  and  the  finding  of 
the  jury  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  clearly  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  this  vessel  in  an  action  of  trover  against  the  de- 
fendants.   It  was  found  by  the  jury,  and  is  now  to  be  taken 
as  a  fact  in  the  cause,  that  this  ship  being  wrecked,  and 
lying  on  the  strand  of  New  Brunswick  in  such  a  state 
that  it  became   a  matter  of  necessity  to  sell  her  as  a 
stranded  vessel  and  a  wreck,  the  master  in  so  selling  her 
acted  with  perfect  bona  fides,  and  for  the  advantage  of  all 
parties :  and  it  is  further  found  that  every  thing  which  he 
did,  received  the  sanction  and  ratification  of  the  plaintiff, 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  circumstances.   More  than  this, 
it  appeared  that  the  purchase-money  of  the  wreck  was  paid 
to  and  received  by  the  plaintiff  himself;  that  the  defend- 
ants were  boni  fide  purchasers  of  the  vessel,  when  re- 
paired, with  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  and  sanction,  and 
that  part  of  her  fittings-up  and  furniture,  as  she  now  is, 
were  supplied  to  the  defendants  by,  and  paid  for  to,  the 
plaintiff  himself.    It  would  be  a  strange  state  of  the  law  if 
the  plaintiff,  under  such  circumstances,  could  recover  the 
vessel  back  in  trover  from  these  defendants.     But  it  is 
said  that  the  sale  by  the  master  was  void,  because  the 
Registry  Act  has  not  been  complied  with.   It  is  submitted. 
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Exeh,  rf  Pleat,  however^  in  the  first  place^  that  that  statute  does  not  apply 
^^^'  ^    at  all  to  such  a  case  as  the  present ;  and  next^  that  if  it 
does,  it  has  been  sufficiently  complied  with. 

First,  this  is  a  case  of  necessity ,  in  which  the  law  permits 
the  master  to  dispose  of  the  yessel  as  his  awn,  he  acting 
bona  fide.  The  law  on  this  subject  was  certainly  otherwise 
at  one  time ;  and  in  Reidy.  Darby  {a),  a  sale  by  the  master, 
under  the  order  of  a  Vice  Admiralty  Court,  of  a  vessel 
which  had  been  reported  by  surveyors  to  be  unfit  to  pro- 
ceed with  her  cargo,  and  that  the  expense  of  repairing  her 
would  be  more  than  her  value  when  repaired,  was  held  to 
be  void  for  want  of  a  compliance  with  the  forms  prescribed 
by  the  Registry  Acts.  But  subsequent  cases  have  clearly 
established  that  the  master  is  justified  in  selling  the  ship 
under  circumstances  like  the  present,  and  the  objection  as 
to  the  Registry  Act  occurs  no  where  but  in  Iteid  v.  Darby: 
see  Cambridge  v.  Anderton  (b),  Robertson  v.  Clark  (c).  Hay- 
man  V.  Moult  on  {d).  It  is  an  important  question,  whether 
an  act  of  Parliament,  passed  for  public  purposes  connected 
with  the  employment  of  shipping,  is  to  apply  to  the  case  of 
a  sale,  under  an  absolute  necessity,  of  a  stranded  or 
wrecked  vessel,  where  she  is  sold,  not  by  the  owners,  as  a 
ship  for  use,  but  by  the  master  as  their  agent  und^  the 
peculiar  circumstances.  In  Cambridge  v.  Anderton,  the 
argument  was  used  that  the  ship  in  that  case  was  not  a 
wreck,  because  she  was  sold  as  a  ship,  with  her  certificate 
of  registry:  upon  which  Abbott,  C.  J.,  observes — ''The 
master  had  no  power  to  sell  the  register .''  In  the  case 
of  The  Gratitudine  (e),  where  it  was  held  that  the  master 
may,  under  circumstances  of  urgent  necessity,  hypothecate 
the  ship.  Lord  Stowell,  adverting  to  the  paucity  of  autho- 
rities on  the  subject,  says — "  The  law  of  cases  of  necessity 


(a)  10  East,  143.  (c)  1  Bing.  445;  8  Moore,  622. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Cr.  691;   4  D.  &  R.  (rf)  5  Esp.  65. 

203.  (<f)  3  Rob.  Adm.  R.  240. 
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is  not  well  ftimbhed  with  precise  rules ;  necessity  creates  Exek.  «/  PUoi, 
the  law,  it  supersedes  rules ;  and  whatever  is  reasonable  * 

and  just  in  such  cases,  is  likewise  legal/'  Applying 
that  principle  here,  are  you  to  extend  to  this  case  of 
strict  necessity  the  rules  which  govern  the  sale  of  British 
ships,  as  such,  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  ?  It  is  true, 
tiie  wreck  may,  by  expending  a  large  sum  upon  it,  be 
converted  again  into  a  vessel  fit  for  sea,  and  used ;  but 
it  is  not  sold  as  a  skip,  but  as  a  wreck.  By  the  8th  section 
of  the  Registry  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  55,  it  is  enacted,  that 
if  any  ship  or  vessel  registered  under  the  authority  of  the 
act  shall  be  deemed  or  declared  to  be  stranded  or  unsea- 
worthy,  and  incapable  of  being  recovered,  or  repaired  to  the 
advantage  of  the  owners,  and  shall  for  such  reasons  be  sold 
by  order  or  decree  of  any  competent  Court,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owners,  the  same  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  be  a 
•hip  or  vessel  lost  or  broken  up,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act,  and  shaU  never  again  be  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  a 
British-built  ship,  for  any  purposes  of  any  trade  or  naviga- 
tion. It  appears  somewhat  strange  that  the  order  or 
decree  of  a  Court  should  be  required  in  such  a  case,  since 
that  cannot  make  the  necessity  the  greater.  But  this  enact- 
ment assumes  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  are  not  to  be 
complied  with,  and  yet  that  the  property  passes  by  the 
•ale.  How,  then,  can  the  original  owner  resume  pos- 
session of  her  after  such  sale?  what  can  he  do  with  her? 
She  will  not  be  more  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  a  British* 
bnilt  ship  in  the  hands  of  the  party  who  has  thus 
sold  her,  than  in  those  of  the  vendee.  But  the  case  of 
Beid  V.  Darby,  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies,  even  sup- 
posing it  to  be  maintainable,  is  distinguishable  from 
the  present.  In  the  first  place,  it  arose  under  the  stat. 
64  Oteo.  3,  c.  68,  the  provisions  of  which  differ  materially 
from  those  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  55.  In  the  next  place, 
the  facta  were  very  different.     There  the  ship  was  re- 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  ported  to  be  unfit  to  proceed  with  her  cargo,  but  that  she 
^  ^^^'  ^  was  repairable  for  that  purpose  at  an  expense  exceeding 
Hunter  her  value  when  repaired.  But  further,  the  owner  there  had 
Parker.  done  nothing  to  ratify  the  sale,  still  less  had  he  received  any 
part  of  the  proceeds.  If,  however,  the  case  be  quoted  as  an 
authority  that  in  all  cases  of  sale  by  the  master  of  a  disabled 
ship,  the  forms  of  the  Registry  Act  must  be  complied  with, 
it  is  submitted  that  to  that  extent  it  is  not  maintainable 
in  point  of  law;  and  that  if  by  reason  of  the  necessity 
the  master  had  a  right  to  sell,  he  had  a  right  to  do 
all  that  was  necessary  towards  completing  the  transfer. 
[Parke,  B.,  referred  to  Barr  v.  Gibson  (a).]  That  case 
does  not  appear  to  be  very  applicable  to  the  present. 
Suppose,  in  this  case,  instead  of  repairing  the  vessel,  Cu« 
nard  had  broken  her  up^  could  the  plaintiff  have  reco- 
vered the  materials  in  trover?  Or  suppose  the  case  of  a 
vessel  actually  sunk,  and  in  that  state  sold,  and  after- 
wards raised  up  and  converted  again  into  a  ship,  would 
she  be  within  the  provisions  of  the  Registry  Act?  The 
question  is,  what  she  is  at  the  time  of  the  sale;  if  then  a 
mere  wreck,  the  subsequent  conversion  of  her  into  a  ship 
can  make  no  difference. 

But,  secondly,  the  Registry  Act  was  in  fact  complied 
with  here.  The  31st  section  enacts,  that  when  and  so 
often  as  the  property  in  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  any  part 
thereof,  belonging  to  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  shaU, 
after  registry  thereof,  be  sold  to  any  other  or  others  of  his 
Majesty's  subjects,  the  same  shall  be  transferred  by  bill  of 
sale  or  other  instrument  in  toriting,  containing  a  recital  of 
the  certificate  of  registry,  &c.,  otherwise  such  transfer  shall 
not  be  valid  or  effectual  for  any  purpose  whatever,  either  at 
law  or  in  equity.  This  section  does  not  require  a  de^; 
nor  is  the  instrument  required  to  be  signed  by  the  vendor 

(o)  3  M.  &  W.  390. 
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or  by  the  owner;  it  may  therefore  be  executed  by  an  ExcH.  ofpuat, 
agent :  nor  are  any  particular  contents  required  in  it^  ex-^ 
cept  a  recital  of  the  certificate  of  registry^  which  the  bill 
of  sale  in  this  case  did  contain.    It  is  said^  however^  that 
the  master^  if  any,  was  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  not 
the  auctioneer;  but  the  auctioneer  acted  under  a  written 
authority  from  the  master.    It  is  objected,  indeed,  that 
the  master  could  not  so  delegate  his  authority ;  or  that,  at 
all  events,  the  authority  to  execute  an  instrument  under 
seal  must  itself  be  imder  seal.    But  the  seal  is  not  made 
necessary  by  the  act ;  and  if  the  auctioneer  had  authority 
to  execute  a  written  transfer,  his  putting  a  seal  upon  it 
unnecessarily  would  not  avoid  his  authority.     [Parke,  B. — 
According  to  Barr  v.  Gibson,  no  action  of  covenant  would 
have  lain  on  an  implied  warranty  that  this  was  a  ship, 
against  any  body  but  the  auctioneer.]     Where  a  party 
authorizes  another  to  execute  an  instrument  for  him,  if  a 
seal  be  not  necessary  it  is  binding,  although  a  seal  be  not 
afl&xed  to  it.    In  White  v.  Cuyler  (a),  it  was  held  that  if  a 
feme  coverte,  without  any  authority  firom  her  husband,  con« 
tract  with  a  servant  by  deed,  the  servant,  having  perform- 
ed the  services  stipulated  for,  may  maintain  assumpsit 
against  the  husband.      In  Brution  v.  Burton  Sl  Mills  {b), 
it  was  held  that  a  warrant  of  attorney  under  seal,  executed 
by  one  person  for  himself  and  Us  partner,  in  the  absence 
of  the  latter,  but  with  his  consent,  was  a  sufficient  autho- 
rity for  signing  a  judgment  against  both.    That  proceeded 
on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  need  not  be 
Under  seal,  for  one  partner  cannot  bind  the  other  partners 
\yj  deed :  Harrison  v.  Jackson  (c) ;  and  also  upon  the  ground, 
^hich  is  no  less  applicable  to  the  present  case,  that  after 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given,  the  defendant  Burton 


(a)  6  T.  R.  176.  (6)  1  Chitty's  Rep.  707, 

(c)  7  T.  R.  207. 
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Exek.  rf  PUat^  had  frequently  admitted  its  validity.    That  case  appears 
^^^'         to  be  directly  in  point,  and  it  is  referred  to  in  CoUyer  on 
Partnership,  261,  where  the  reason  for  the  judgment  is 
stated  to  be,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  to   confess 
judgment  need  not  be  under  seal.     In  Sugden  on  Pow- 
ers (a),  it  is  said,  "  Where  a  power  is  given  generally,  with- 
out defining  the  mode  in  which  it  must  be  executed,  it  may 
be  exercised  either  by  deed  or  will ;"  and  the  author  adds, 
"  nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  power  should  be  executed  by 
deed ;  a  simple  note  in  writing,  even  unattested,  would  be 
a  good  execution  of  the  power/'     It  might  perhaps  be 
said  that  the  owner  would  not  be  liable  in  covenant  on 
the  deed ;  but  at  all  events  he  was  bound  by  the  transfer 
of  the  ship,  which  is  not  rendered  invalid  by  affixing  a 
seal  to  it.     Suppose  the  owner  of  a  vessel  gives  authority 
in  writing  to  an  agent  to  transfer  the  vessel,  and  he  sells 
it,   and  draws  up  the  transfer,  and  afterwards   puts  his 
seal  to  it,  can  it  be  said  that  that  would  render  it  void? 
It  is  surely  valid  as  a  transfer  in  writing.     It   may  be 
said  that  money  had  and  received  would  lie  to  recover  back 
the  purchase-money,  but  that  is  at  least  doubtful.     Where 
a  party  keeps  a  chattel,  he  cannot  rescind  the  contract. 
This  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  that  of  an  awards 
where  there  is  no  authority  to  execute  it  by  an  instrument 
under  seal ;  and  it  is  put  by  Sir  Edward  Suffden,  in  his 
Treatise  on  Powers  {b),  that  the  arbitrator  has  power  to 
execute  it  by  an  instrument  under  seal.    But,   at   alL 
events,  the  subsequent  ratification  by  the  plaintiff  forms 
a  sufficient  answer  to  the  objections,  both  as  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  auctioneer  to  sell  at  all,  and  as  to  the  foma. 
of  the  transfer.     He  has  adopted  and  ratified  the  authority 
of  the  auctioneer,  by  acting  under  the  instrument  exe- 
cuted by  him,  just  as  much  as  if  he  had  beforehand  ex— 

(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  260,  6th  edition.  (b)  Id. 
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pressly  and  formally  authorized  the  execution  of  it  under  Exeh.  of  Piea$, 
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seal:  Maclean  v.  Dunn  {a).  His  acts  amount  to  a  complete 
and  binding  admission  that  all  the  requisites  to  a  good 
transfer  have  been  complied  with.  This  is^  therefore^  an 
instrument  in  the  form  required  by  the  statute,  executed 
by  an  agent  whom  the  plaintiff  is  precluded  from  treating 
as  having  acted  without  authority.  The  stat.  84  Geo.  8, 
c.  68,  required  the  instrument  to  be  signed  by  the  oumer. 
But,  further,  even  if  the  instrument  be  not  in  itself  a 
valid  transfer  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  ship,  it  may 
operate  as  an  agreement  to  give  possession,  and  to  execute 
a  valid  transfer  afterwards;  and  if  possession  be  given  ac- 
cordingly, the  vendor  surely  cannot  recover  back  the  vessel 
in  trover.  In  Beed  v.  Blandford  {b),  where  the  master  and 
part-owner  of  a  vessel  agreed  to  purchase  the  moiety  of 
his  partner,  and  having  paid  the  purchase-money  and 
received  the  title-deeds,  which  he  deposited  as  a  security 
with  a  third  person,  had  the  entire  possession  of  the 
vessel  given  up  to  him,  but  his  partner  afterwards  refused 
to  execute  a  bill  of  sale,  or  refund  the  money:  it  was 
held,  that  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  would 
not  lie  to  recover  the  purchase-money,  as  the  parties  could 
not  be  restored  to  their  original  situation.  That  is  an 
authority,  that  after  the  intended  purchaser  has  had  pos- 
session of  and  used  the  vessel,  and  the  parties  cannot  be 
put  into  their  original  situation,  the  original  owner  is 
not  entitled  to  recover.  It  is  submitted,  however,  that 
the  Registry  Act  has,  in  this  case,  been  strictly  complied 
with. 

OrenweU  and  W,  H.  fVaison,  contra. — The  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover.  He  was  the  owner  of  this  vessel,  and 
unless  the  regulations  imposed  by  the  Registry  Act  have 

(a)  4  Bing.  722.  (b)  2  Y.  &  J.  278. 
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Exeh.  rf  Pleat,  been  complied  with ^  it  is  still  Ids  property,  and  he  most  be 

entitled  to  recover,  unless  the  defendant  has  some  right  to 
retain  her  on  the  ground  of  lien.  The  facts  of  the  case 
are,  that  this  ship  being  stranded  in  a  foreign  port,  the 
master,  not  having  express  authority  to  sell  her,  authorises 
the  auctioneer  to  do  so,  and  assumes  to  give  him  all  the 
implied  authority  which  he  had  himself;  the  auctioneer 
does  accordingly  sell  her,  and  executed  a  bill  of  sale  which, 
by  its  very  terms,  is  an  instrument  under  seal :  he  does 
aflSx  a  seal  to  it,  and  introduces  into  it  covenants  that  he  has 
full  power  and  authority  to  sell  the  vessel.  Reid  v.  Darby  {a) 
is  directly  in  point  to  shew  that  the  master  had  no  original 
authority  to  sell  the  ship  under  these  circumstances,  when 
she  was  capable  of  being  repaired,  and  the  voyage  conti- 
nued, as  the  event  shewed;  but,  supposing  he  had  such  au« 
thority  in  a  case  of  necessity,  that  still  the  vessel,  subsisting 
as  such,  and  capable  of  being  used  for  the  purposes  of  navi- 
gation, and  being  so  used  in  fact  after  repair  on  the  spot, 
could  only  be  conveyed  by  the  master  in  the  form  prescribed 
by  the  Registry  Act :  and  the  requisites  of  that  act  were  in 
no  way  complied  with  in  the  present  case.  There  it  was 
urged  in  the  argument,  that  the  Registry  Act  did  not 
apply  to  a  sale  of  necessity:  but  Lord  EUenborough 
says — ^^  It  is  not  found  that  the  ship  was  not  navigable^ 
but  only  that  she  was  not  capable  of  being  navigated 
home  with  her  then  cargo;''  and  Le  Blanc,  J.,  sayi^ 
"  While  the  subject-matter  remains  in  the  form  of  a  ship, 
though  wanting  repairs,  which  perhaps  it  might  not  be 
worth  the  owner's  while  to  make,  would  not  the  provisioni 
of  the  Register  Acts  continue  to  apply  to  it,  if  it  were  r 
a  British  port  ?  "  And  Lord  EUenborough  adds, ''  Must  v 
not  consider,  under  the  Register  Acts,  whether  the  w 
sel  were  sold  as  a  ship  capable  of  repair,  or  as  a  m' 

(a)  10  East,  143. 
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wreck?*'  Now  here  this  vessel  was  certainly  sold  as  a  Exch,  of  PUat, 
ship,  and  those  observations  strictly  apply  to  shew  that  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
she  could  not  be  legally  sold  as  such^  without  a  due  Hunter 
compliance  with  the  Registry  Act.  But  it  is  said^  that  Parker. 
after  the  vessel  arrived  in  England^  the  plaintiff  recog- 
nised the  sale^  and  sold  to  and  supplied  the  ship  with 
stores.  But  circumstances  of  that  nature  cannot  be 
an  answer  to  the  objection  that  the  express  provisions 
of  an  act  of  Parliament  have  not  been  complied  with. 
It  is  said;  indeed^  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  any 
bill  of  sale  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  The 
master^  however^  has  no  authority  to  sell  a  vessel  as 
long  as  she  continues  a  ship^  under  any  circumstances. 
^is  authority  is  limited  to  the  command  of  the  ship. 
When  it  becomes  a  wrecks  and  the  boards  and  planks  of 
the  ship  are  cast  afloat^  it  is  admitted  that  he  may  sell 
the  materials  of  which  she  was  composed.  Cambridge  v. 
Anderion  (a)  has  no  bearing  on  the  present  case.  It  was 
there  held^  that  on  a  contract  of  indemnity  on  a  policy 
of  insurance^  where,  by  means  of  one  of  the  perils  insured 
against,  the  ship,  the  subject  of  insurance,  ceased  to  re- 
tain the  character  of  a  ship,  and  was,  properly  speaking,  a 
wreck,  the  assured  were  entitled  to  recover  as  for  a  total 
loss.  There  the  ship  was  abandoned,  and  there  was  a 
total  loss,  and  consequently  the  owner  would  be  entitled 
to  recover.  But  those  cases  of  policies  have  no  bearing  on 
the  present  question.  According  to  the  decision  in  Barr  v. 
Gibson  (i),  this  vessel  did  continue  to  be  capable  of  being 
transferred  as  a  ship  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  though 
she  might  be  totally  lost  within  the  meaning  of  a  contract 
of  insurance.  K  she  so  far  retained  the  character  of  a 
ship  as  to  be  capable  of  being  sold  as  such,  she  is  within 
the   Ships'   Registry  Act.      The  case    of  The   GratUU" 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  691 ;  4  D.  &  R.  203.  {h)  3  M.  &  W.  390. 
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Kxeh,  oS  TieoM,  dine  {a)  has  been  cited,  where  it  was  held  that  a  master  may 

hypothecate  the  ship  or  cargo  for  repairs  in  a  foreign 
port,  such  repairs  being  necessary  for  the  prosecution  of  his 
voyage :  but  it  has  been  held  that  he  cannot  sell  the  ship 
and  cargo.  If  he  sells  the  ship,  he  destroys  the  object  of 
the  voyage.  In  Freeman  v.  The  East  India  Company  {b)g 
it  was  held  that  the  captain  of  a  ship  has  no  right  to  seU  the 
ship  except  in  the  case  of  an  absolute  necessity ;  and,  the 
jury  having  found  that  there  was  no  absolute  necessity  for 
the  sale,  that  the  purchaser  acquired  no  title,  and  the  origi* 
nal  owners  were  entitled  to  recover  its  value.  There  are 
several  authorities  to  shew  that  a  master  cannot  sell  the 
ship,  though  he  may  hypothecate  her,  and  they  do  not  ap- 
pear ever  to  have  been  overruled: — Johnson  v.  Shippen  (c), 
Hayman  v.  Moulton  {d).  Here  the  defendants  have 
proved  this  to  be  a  ship,  because  it  was  capable  of  being 
got  off.  If  the  jury  have  found  her  to  be  a  ship,  the  cap- 
tain had  no  authority  to  sell,  and  the  property  does  not 
pass ;  if  she  was  not  a  ship,  then  it  does.  In  Barr  v.  Gib^ 
son,  this  Court  draws  the  distinction  between  what  is  to  be 
considered  as  a  ship  for  the  purposes  of  navigation,  and 
what  amounts  to  a  total  loss.  "  True,  the  subject  of  the 
transfer  had  the  form  of  a  ship,  although  on  shore,  with 
the  possibility,  though  not  the  probability,  of  being  got  off. 
She  was  still  a  ship,  though  at  the  time  incapable  of  being, 
from  the  want  of  local  conveniences  and  facilities,  benefi* 
eially  employed  as  such.''  Then  the  defendants  have 
proved  that  this  was  not  only  a  ship,  but  capable  of  being 
got  off  and  repaired,  Reid  v.  Darby  shews,  first,  that  the 
master  has  no  authority  under  such  circumstances  to  sell 
the  ship ;  but,  secondly,  that  if  it  were  a  case  of  necessity, 
and  that  he  had  authority  on  that  ground  to  sell  her,  he 


(a)  3  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  240.  (d)    5    Esp.   65 :     more    fully 

(b)  5  B.  &  Aid.  617.  stated  and  obseired  upon  in  Ab- 

(c)  2  Ld.  Raym.  982.  bott  on  Shipping,  8, 9,  10,  3rd  Ed. 
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snust  do  80  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Registry  Act.  Bxeh.  of  Pktu, 
"TVith  respect  to  the  supposed  ratification  of  the  con-     ^  ^^^' 
"tract  after  the  ship's  arrival  in  England^   there  is  no 
pretence  for  saying  that  the  plaintiff  ever  knew  of  the 
mode  in  which  she  had  been  transferred.    And  even  if  it 
be  aasmned  that  the  captain  had  authority  to  sell^  he  could 
not  transfer  that  authority  to  the  auctioneer.      In  Boll. 
Abr.  tit.  Authority,  C,  it  is  said — "  An  executor  having 
authority  to  sell  cannot  sell  by  attorney.    Co.  9,  Combe, 
77  b.''    And  in  2  Eoll.  Abr.  tit.  Feoffment,  R.  pi.  13,— 
''An  attorney  cannot  make  a  letter  of  attorney  to  another 
to  make  binding.''    But  even  supposing  that  the  author- 
ity could  be  delegated  to  the  auctioneer;  yet,  inasmuch 
as  the  act  done  by  him  was  by  a  deed  under  seal,  there 
must  have  been  an  authority  under  seal  to  enable  him 
to  do  so.     Although  a  parol  authority  may  be  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  execution  of  a  written  instrument,  it  is 
not  so  when  the  instrument  is  under  seal.    In  Harrison 
T.  Jackwn  (a),  it  was  held  that  one  partner  cannot  bind 
the   other  partners  by  deed.    Horsley  v.  Rush  {b),  there 
cited,  was  an  action  of  covenant  on  a  charterparty,  to  which 
the   defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue:   and  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  deed  was  executed  by  "  G.  Dwyer,  by 
Qfrder  and  for  account  of  Messrs.  Bush  and  Tolson,''  but 
'that  Dwyer  had  only  a  verbal  authority  from  the  defend- 
^Uits  to  execute  the  charterparty.  Lord  Kenyan  held,  that 
^tiie  action  could  not  be  maintained ;  for  that  a  deed  could 
Xiot  be  executed  by  an  agent,  so  as  to  bind  the  principal, 
^^inless  he  were  authorized  by  deed  under  seal ;  and  that 
%hongh  one  partner  might  bind  another  by  written  instru- 
^^ments,  he  could  not  do  so  by  deed,  without  a  special  power 
"Under  seal  for  that  purpose.    But  it  is  said,  that  though 
^his  contract  was  executed  by  an  instrument  under  seal, 
'it  was  still  good  as  a  simple  transfer  in  writing,  which 

(a)  7  T.  R.  207. 
(6)  Gundhall  Sltdiigs  after  MichaelmaB  Term,  1788. 
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L  T<:(u£  »  oi  tiic  fobmisnon  or  the 

5c  ^'  I  aarlonie  a  pvty  to  sign 

USE  IC  T-sa^six  ix  EC.  and  he  execates  a  deed 

.  I  BL  xcc  'Kssti  3T  fi.    Sngden  on  Povers  luu 

L  v  ioisw  ajs  viae  a  pews  is  given  geserallT, 

e  ia  TBifli  it  is  to  be  executed, 

X  >  SK  xesBKT  dsfi  s  iLaald  be  executed  br  deed, 

nc  as  a  BDOMe  acce  in  vrinng  is  sufficient ;  but  whit 

c  31 X  an:  tipentes  in  those  cues  ?   Clearly,  the 

c  .asKJM  ^  povo',  so  that  it  be  in  writing. 

;.  atf  tB^ritr  being  girai  bv  a  deed,  there  ii 

>  cxeme  In*  a  deed.    Eren  if  the  master 

wt»  UBf  siL3Kimed  for  tbe  owner,  and  assuming  he 

'mF   pr  JEV  sBiliontT  to  sell  the  ship,  he  had  no  right 

11   w^'T^^  Aat  aadxxitT  to  tbe  aoctioueer,  to  enter 

ttni.  a  iMMTi  Ml  nnd^  seal  in  his  own  name;  and  here 

■3^  mcsji^eer  remnants  in  his  own  name.    In  Oomi^t 

mv   r.  s    «»  feK>hed,   secondly,    "That  when  any 

fBu  "iiT*  MiitM^ty,   -as  attonier,  to   do   anything,  he 

aaUr,  »  ^  it  in  hit  name  who  giveth  the  antbori^; 

te  ht  afyuinteib  tbe  attorney  to  be  in  hia  pbwe  and 

xe  irjftrp*   U*    fenaa,  and    therefbm   the    atton^ 

^QiiKH  60   it  in   his  own  name,   nor  as  liii  own  act, 

bat  in  the  name  and  as  tiic  act  of  him  wlio  givetli  llie 

aBtkniXT."    1^  same  principle  is  laid  in  ly Abaidgcouri 

^  j^fffi-j  (4).     The  decisions  on  this  subject  wen'  rci-iewed 

asd  recogniaed  in  Berkeley  v.  Hardy  (r).     There  na  iudco- 

tme  w»  iwide  between  "  A.  for  wid  on  bdlriflf<^fl[ 

(•)  9  Hep-  76, 1> 
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one  part,  and  C.  on  the  other  part,"  A.  being  thereunto  E«*.  qf  Pita, 
anthorized  by  writing  under  B.'s  hand,  but  not  \mder  '    - 

seal;  and  A.  executed  the  deed  in  his  own  name;  it  was      Humteb 
held  that  B.  could  not  maintain  covenant  on  the  deed,  aU       Parkei. 
though  the  covenants  were  expresBed  to  be  made  by  C.  to 
and  with  B. 

Lastly,  trover  is  maintainable  in  this  case.    Supposing 
this  to  be  a  contract  to  sell  the  mere  chattel,  but  not  car- 
ried into  effect  in  compliance  with  the  Registry  Act,  the 
legal  title  to  it  would  remain  in  the  ori^nal  owner,  although 
a  Court  of  Equity  would  have  compelled  the  transfer.    Un- 
less the  provisions  of  the  Registry  Act  are  complied  with, 
no  property  passes  by  the  bill  of  sale  out  of  the  owner. 
Nor  could  tbe  defendants  acquire  any  heu  for   salvage, 
or   for  money  expended  under  such   circumstancea.     In 
Sutton  T.  Buck  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  lord  of  a  manor  is 
not  entitled  to  salvage,  for  taking  against  the  consent  of 
the  owner,  and  preserving,  parts  of  a  ship  thrown  on  his 
manor,  when  the  servants  of  the  owner  are  there  to  take 
care  of  it  for  him.     Tttat  is  also  an  authority  upon  the 
former  point.     Tbe  plaintiff  there  bought  and  paid  for  a 
ihip  stranded  on  the  English  coast,  but  the  transfer  was 
not  regular ;  he  tried  to  save  her,  but  sbc  went  to  pieces ; 
tbe  defendant   possessed   himself  of  parts  of  the  wred^ 
which  drifbed  on  his  farm ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  pU*- 
tiff'a  possession  enabled  him  to  recover  them  in  bv^ 
This  is  the  case  of  a  ship  which  was  the  propat^  ^^ 
plaintiff,  but  which  has  been  sold  without  hii  mtbtd^^^ 
oren  if  the  master  had  authority  under  the  eov^l'" 
to  aell  her,  he  could  not  delegate  that  a 
i  plaintiff  is  therefore  ( 
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Eich,  of  Pieoi,      Parke,  B. — Upon  the  argament  of  the  motion  te  a 

new  trial  in  this  case,  which  was  an  action  of  troTer  for  the 
ship  '^  Persian/'  several  points  were  made,  which,  on  ac- 
count of  their  importance,  were  thought  worthy  of  further 
consideration ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  has,  accord- 
ingly, been  delayed  for  some  time. 

The  facts  were,  that  the  ship  '^  Persian''  was  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff;  she  was  stranded  on  the  coast  of 
New  Brunswick,  in  the  autumn  of  1885,  and  remained  on 
the  strand  for  the  whole  of  the  winter.  The  captain  wrote 
home  to  his  owner,  the  plaintiff,  for  instructions,  and  could 
get  none ;  and  in  the  month  of  June  1836  a  surrey  was 
called,  and  it  was  thought  best  to  sell  the  ship  in  the  state 
in  which  she  was.  She  was  accordingly  sold  by  auction  to 
Mr.  Cunard;  and  a  bill  of  sale  was  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  auctioneer,  of  which  the  following  is  the  substance : 
[His  Lordship  then  stated  the  bill  of  sale,  as  ante,  p.  823.] 
The  only  authority  which  the  auctioneer  had  for  that 
bill  of  sale,  was  a  letter  from  the  captain.  After  the  sale, 
the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  was  received  by  the 
plaintiff  from  Cunard*s  agent  in  England.  Cunard  got 
her  off  with  difficulty;  and  at  a  great  expense  fitted  her  for 
sea,  and  sent  her  to  England.  He  offered  her  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  money  she  had  cost  him,  but  the  plaintiff 
would  not  give  it,  saying  ''that  she  was  not  worth  so 
much ;  that  she  had  been  fairly  sold  and  bought ;  and  he 
was  sorry  Cunard  had  made  a  bad  bargain."  The  plain- 
tiff  was  afterwards  a  party  to  a  negotiation  for  selling  her 
to  another  person :  he  told  that  person,  if  he  bought,  he 
would  not  interfere :  he  did  buy;  and  the  vessel  was  finally 
sold  by  him  to  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  afterwards 
supplied  her  with  stores  on  the  defendants'  credit.  After 
that,  the  plaintiff  made  his  demand  upon  the  defendants, 
and  the  defendants  refused  to  deliver  her  up. 

My  Brother  Gwmey  left  three  questions  to  the  jury : — 
1st,  whether  the  captain  acted  bona  fide;  and  whether  he 
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did  the  best  far  the  advantage  of  the  owner.    The  jury  Ereh.  of  pieoi, 
found  that  he  did.     Secondly,  whether  there  was  a  neces-         ^^^^' 
sity  for  the  sale.    The  jury  found  that  there  was.   Thirdly, 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  ratified  the  sale  with  knowledge. 
The  jury  found  that  he  had;  and  a  verdict  was  entered 
for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff 's  counsel  moved  for  a  new  trial:  a  rule 
nisi  was  granted ;  and,  on  the  argument,  they  rested  his 
right  to  recover  on  these  grounds :  1st,  that  the  master  of 
a  ship  has  under  no  circumstances  the  power  of  selling 
her,  if  she  continue  a  ship — that  he  can  sell  a  mere  wreck 
only,  which  this  vessel  was  not :  and  that  the  necessity  for 
the  sale,  found  by  the  jury,  will  not  justify  it.  Secondly, 
that,  if  the  master  had  a  power  of  sale,  he  could  not  dele- 
gate  it  to  the  auctioneer.  Thirdly,  that  the  bill  of  sale  by 
the  auctioneer,  being  by  deed,  was  not  executed  as  the  deed 
of  the  principal,  and  was  void.  Fourthly,  that  there  was 
no  ratification  by  the  principal  in  this  case  of  the  form 
of  the  sale,  though  there  was  of  the  sale  itself;  for  there 
was  no  proof  of  any  knowledge  by  the  principal,  and  he 
could  not  ratify  what  he  did  not  know.  Fifthly,  that  alien 
in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  did  not  exist, 
and  that  there  was  no  defence  to  the  action  of  trover,  if 
the  property  was  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version. 

The  Court  have  had  no  difficulty  in  this  case,  except 
that  which  arises  firom  the  form  of  the  bill  of  sale,  that  is, 
its  being  an  instrument  imder  seal. 

They  intimated  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that 
there  could  be  no  defence  on  the  ground  of  lien;  and  that 
if  the  property  was  in  the  plaintiff  when  the  refusal  took 
place,  the  plaintiff  must  recover.  The  question  then  is, 
whether  the  property  did  pass  by  the  bill  t>f  sale.  As 
to  the  objection,  that  the  master  himself  had  no  au- 
thority to  sell,  it  is  unnecessary  to  pronounce  any  opinion : 
though  the  Court  do  not  mean  to  intimate  that  the  mas- 

A  a2 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  ter  has  not  such  a  power,  in  a  case  of  actual  necessity, 
^^^'  ^  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Reid  y.  Darby  {a),  in  which 
the  point  was  judicially  decided ;  for  it  appears  by  subse- 
quent authorities,  that  the  master  has,  by  virtue  of  his 
employment,  not  merely  those  powers  which  are  necessary 
for  the  navigation  of  the  ship,  and  the  conduct  of  the 
adventure  to  a  safe  termination,  but  also  a  power,  when 
such  termination  becomes  hopeless,  and  no  prospect  re- 
mains of  bringing  the  vessel  home,  to  do  the  best  for  all 
concerned,  and  therefore  to  dispose  of  her  for  their  bene- 
fit. It  is  a  case  of  necessity,  when  nothing  better  can  be 
done  for  the  benefit  of  the  master^s  employers ;  and  that 
necsesity  is  found  to  have  existed  in  this  case.  But  here, 
after  the  sale,  the  plaintiff  not  only  expressed  his  approval 
of  it,  but  actually  received  the  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money  from  the  agents  of  Mr.  Cunard,  the  vendee;  which 
is  clearly  a  ratification  of  the  sale,  and  prevents  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  authority  of  the  master  to  make  it.  But 
then  it  is  said,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  the  mode  of 
sale ;  neither  that  it  was  effected  by  the  captain's  substi- 
tute, the  auctioneer,  nor  that  it  was  made  by  an  irregular 
instrument.  The  jury  found  that  the  sale  was  ratified 
with  knowledge,  but  perhaps  there  was  not  sufficient  proof 
of  knowledge  of  all  the  particulars  of  the  sale.  In  our 
opinion,  however,  this  is  not  material;  for  as  the  plaintiff 
received  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  from  the  ven- 
dee's agent  without  objection,  and  thereby  induced  him  to 
suppose  the  sale  to  have  been  regularly  made  with  his 
consent,  and  to  part  with  the  price,  he  must  be  taken 
either  to  have  known  and  approved  of  the  mode  of  sale,  or 
to  have  waived  all  objection  to  it;  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  amounted  therefore  to  a  ratification  of  every  thing 
that  could  be  ratified  by  parol;  and  therefore  sanctioned 
the  delegation  of  authority  to  the  auctioneer,  and  the  sale 

(a)  10  East,  143. 
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hy  Lim;  and  put  the  vendee  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  ExcK  of  Pleat, 
plaintiff  had  expressly  directed  the  sale  to  be  made  in  the 
form  in  which  it  was  made.  But  neither  a  parol  ratifica- 
tion nor  a  parol  authority  could  have  the  effect  of  giving 
power  to  the  auctioneer  to  execute  a  deed  for  the  plain* 
as,  or  to  make  the  bill  of  sale  his  deed:  such  a  power 
could  be  given  by  an  instrument  under  seal  only;  and 
must  be  executed  in  the  name^  and  as  the  act  and  deed  of 
him  who  gave  the  power;  for  a  power  of  attorney  trans^ 
fen  no  interest:  the  attorney  is  merely  thereby  put  in 
place  of  the  principal^  and  represents  his  person^  and  his 
own  act  could  convey  nothing :  Combers  case  (a).  If  one 
have  power  by  letter  of  attorney  to  make  leases  for 
years  by  indenture^  the  attorney  ought  to  make  them  in 
the  name  and  style  of  his  master;  Bac.  Abr.  Leases  (J.), 
8.  10.  And  this  holds  in  regard  to  all  solemn  instru- 
ments  under  seal :  and  if  an  instrument  under  seal  were 
necessary  in  this  case^  there  was  neither  the  requisite 
authority  nor  the  proper  form  of  conveyance^  to  make  it  a 
valid  act.  But  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4^  c.  55,  s.  81,  does 
not  necessarily  require  a  bill  of  sale — ^an  instrument  in 
writing  reciting  the  certificate  of  registry^  is  enough ;  nor 
does  it  require  such  instrument  to  bear  the  signature  of 
the  party  conveying :  and  if  there  had  been  no  seal  to  this 
instrument^  which  does  contain  such  a  recital^  it  would 
have  been  sufficient ;  for  when  a  contract  may  be  made  by 
any  species  of  written  instrument^  the  same  strictness  is  not 
required  as  in  formal  instruments  under  seal.  The  sale  of 
merchandize  above  the  value  of  £\0  might  be  made  by  an 
agentj  by  note  in  writings  describing  him  as  such^  though 
not  signed  by  the  agent  for  the  principal^  or  even  without 
referring  to  his  character  of  agent  at  all ;  and  a  ship  may 
be  transferred  by  a  document  as  informal^  provided  always^ 
ia  the  case  of  a  British  ship^  that  the  certificate  of  regis - 

(a)  9  Rep.  75,  77. 


1840. 
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ExcKtf  Pleat,  try  18  duly  recited.   The  instrument^  therefore,  would  hare 

been  unquestionably  valid;  if  there  had  been  no  seal.  The 
whole  difficulty  in  the  case  arises  from  that  circumstance. 
The  addition  of  the  seal  has  the  effect  of  causing  the  auc- 
tioneer to  be  liable  to  an  action  of  covenant  on  his  express 
covenant ;  and  the  instrument  is  unquestionably  his  deed, 
and  is  not  the  deed  of  the  principal ;  nor  could  it  ever  have 
been :  but  it  is  still  a  writing :  it  purports  to  convey,  not 
any  interest  from  the  agent  himself,  but  such  as  he  ii 
empowered  to  convey :  and  as  we  assume  it  to  have  been 
made  with  the  authority  of  the  principal,  and  by  his  direc- 
tion, and  to  have  been  so  made  in  this  form  (in  conse* 
quence  of  the  subsequent  ratification),  we  think  we  may, 
consistently  with  the  established  rules  of  law,  give  it  the 
effect  of  a  written  transfer  of  the  ship  by  the  principal,  as 
well  as  that  of  the  deed  of  the  agent. 

The  authorities  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  are  distin« 
guishable.  Moor,  818,  was  the  case  of  a  release,  which 
must  be  under  seal,  and  unless  it  be,  the  release  of  the 
principal  is  void.  In  Berkeley  v.  Hardy,  the  point  decided 
was,  that  where  an  agent  authorized  by  writing,  but  not 
under  seal,  demised  by  indenture,  the  principal,  who  was 
no  party  to  the  indenture,  could  not  maintain  an  action 
upon  it :  it  was  not  decided  that  no  interest  passed  to  the 
lessee.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  case  precisely  in 
point  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  In  White  v.  CuylcTy  the 
deed  of  a  feme  covert  had  no  operation  at  all  as  against 
her;  it  was  merely  void^  and  being  adopted  by  the  hus- 
band, became  his  agreement  alone.  In  Bruitan  v.  BurUm 
4f  MUlSj  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  two  partners,  executed  hj 
one  for  both,  was  held  to  bind  both;  one  as  his  deed,  and 
the  other  by  subsequent  ratification,  not  as  a  deed,  but  an. 
instrument  of  consent.  In  that  case  the  instrument  pur* 
ported  to  be  the  act  of  two  partners^  and  effect  was  given  to 
it  as  such,  as  far  as  the  case  permitted.  The  present  case 
bears  some  analogy  to  the  last.    It  is  the  deed  of  the  auc- 
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tioneer^  bat  it  also  may  operate^  by  the  consent  of  the  prin-  Exeh.  of  putu, 
cipal^  as  a  written  transfer  from  him,  as  it  certainly  would    ^  1840. 
have  done  if  there  had  been  no  seal  to  it;  and  in  order  to       Hunter 
prevent  the  instrument  from  failing  in  its  effect,  and  ut  res       p^r^'ker. 
magis  valeat  quam  pereat,  we  do  not  feel  ourselves  precluded 
firom  holding  that  it  operates  to  transfer  on  interest.     If 
the  authority  had  been  by  deed  to  convey  by  deed,  the 
instrument  would  have  been  clearly  inoperative  for  that 
purpose;   but  the  authority  is  by  parol;  and  must  be 
assumed  to  have  been  to  convey  in  the  form  in  which  it 
was  conveyed :  and  this  we  think  may  be  supported. 

Rule  discharged. 


.  \ 
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REGULA  GENERALIS. 

It  is  ordered^  that  a  party  entitled  to  appear  to  a  declar- 
ation in  ejectment^  may  appear  and  plead  thereto  at  any 
time  after  service  of  such  declaration^  and  before  the  end 
of  the  fourth  day  after  the  term  in  which  the  tenant  is 
required  by  the  notice  to  appear;  and  may  proceed  to 
compel  the  phuntiflF  to  reply  thereto,  or  may  sign  judg- 
ment of  non-pros.,  notwithstanding  such  plaintiff  may 
not  have  obtained  a  rule  for  judgment  on  such  service  of 
declaration :  and  that  a  plaintiff  who  may  have  omitted  to 
obtain  a  rule  for  judgment  within  the  time  prescribed  by 
the  present  rules  and  practice,  shall  be  entitled,  on  pro- 
duction of  such  plea,  to  an  order  of  a  Judge  for  leave  to 
draw  up  a  rule  for  judgment,  as  of  the  time  at  which 
such  rule  for  judgment  should  have  been  obtained. 

(Signed  by  all  the  Judges.) 


HILARY   TERM^   4  VICT*  847 

Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
1841. 

GiLLETT  V.  Green. 

WJan.  12. 
HATELEY  moved  for  a  rule^  calling  upon  the  defend-  An  action  on 

ant  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  tax  the  plain-  infriMement  of 
tiff  his  treble  costs,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83,  *  .p*^«»^  » 

*      ,  ,  within  the  opc- 

8.  3.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  infringement  ration  of  the  3  & 
of  a  patent;  and  the  affidavit  stated,  that  a  prior  action  2;  andnotwlth- 
had  been  tried  between  the  same  parties,  in  which  the  *^»^»?«^e 

*  '  provisions  of 

plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  and  the  Judee  certified  under  the  stat  5  &  6 

Will  4  e   83 

the  above  statute,  that  the  validity  of  the  patent  came  s.  s/the  plain- 
in  question  before  him.  This  certificate  was  given  in  evi-  oniy'nominai* 
dence  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  of  the  present  action,  d*m*«es,  can- 

,  ^  ^  'not  have  his  fiill 

which  was  tried  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  on  the  13th  costs,  or  treble 
of  July,  1840,  when  the  plaintiff  again  obtained  a  ver-  certificate  un- 
did; for  nominal  damages.    Ten  days  before  the  trial  (3rd  ^^  ^^  ^**"**' 
July,  1840),  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  came  into  operation ;      And  the 

,  1.      ..  -I  ii-i^i*<«-n  Court  held, 

but  no  appucation  was  made  to  the  Lord  Chief  Saron  at  that,  after  the 
the  trial  to  certify,  under  that  statute,  that  the  action  was  judge**hlid  no 
brought  to  try  a  right.    The  Master  refused  to  tax  the  po^erto^nt 

®  ./  o  gych  certificate. 

plaintiff  treble  costs  under  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  83,  s.  3, 
on  the  ground  that  the  case  fell  within  the  provisions  of 
the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  2. — Whateley  now  contended  that 
the  latter  act  could  not  have  been  intended  to  affect 
the  right  to  treble  costs  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83 ; 
and  further,  that  it  did  not  apply  to  cases  where  it  ap- 
peared by  the  pleadings  in  the  cause  that  a  bonft  fide  right 
came  in  question.  At  all  events,  he  urged  that  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  might  now  grant  a  certificate  under  the  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  24.  In  Shuttleworth  v.  Cocker  (a),  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  held  that  a  Judge  might  alter  his  cer- 
tificate granted  imder  that  act,  after  the  trial. 

Parke,  B. — K  we  entertained  any  doubt  on  this  matter. 


(a)  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  76. 
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Exch,  qf  Pleas,  we  should  think  it  right  to  grant  a  rule  to  shew  cause ;  hut 
^  '  ^    we  do  not.     This  is  certainly  an  unfortunate  case ;  hut  it 
GiLLETT      is  clear  that  it  falls  within  the  act  of  8  &  4  Vict.,  which 
Green.       applies  to  "  any  action  of  trespass  on  the  case/'     Then  it 
is  said  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  has  still  the  power  of  certify- 
ing ;  but  that  is  not  so :  the  statute  expressly  directs  that 
the  plaintiff  shall  not  recover  costs  where  the  damages  are 
under  40^.,  unless  the  Judge  ''shall  immediately  after^ 
wards  certify ''  that  the  action  was  brought  to  try  a  right, 
&c.    It  may  even  be  a  question  whether  the  Judge  could 
grant  the  certificate  after  another  cause  had  been  called 
on  (a). 

Alderson,  B.,  Gurney,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  See  however  Thompson  v.  GUtson,  post,  Vol.  8. 


HOLFORD  V,  DUNNETT. 
Jan,  13.  A 

The  first  count  A-SSUMPSIT. — ^Thc  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
was  fitted  ^^'^  *^^*  ^y  *^  agreement  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
upon  an  agree-  defendant,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let,  and  the  defendant 

ment  whereby  *  *=*  ^ 

the  plaintiff  a-  agreed  to  take,  certain  premises  situate  at  Rusholme,  in  the 
thrdefen^daru  couuty  of  Lancaster,  known  as  Heald  House,  with  the  gar- 
ewudn  premi-'    ^®^'  Orchard,  coach-housc,  and  stable  thereimto  belonging, 

ses,  subject  to  subject  to  Certain  conditions  therein  specified,  as  to  the  pay- 
conditions  •'  r  9  sr-j 

therein  speci- 
fied, and  where* 

by  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  keep  the  windows  and  all  other  parts  of  the  premiaet* 
except  the  roof  and  main  timbers,  and  the  outside,  in  effectual  repair :  and  alleged  as  a  breach, 
that  he  permitted  them  to  be  out  of  repair.  The  second  count  stated,  that  in  consideratioo  that 
the  defendant  had  become  and  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  a  certain  other  messuage  and  premises, 
the  defendant  promised  to  use  them  in  a  tenant-like  and  proper  manner ;  and  alleged  as  a  breach, 
that  he  did  not  use  the  said  last- mentioned  premises  in  a  tenant-like  and  proper  manner,  but 
made  holes  in  the  walls,  damaged  the  doors,  &c.  At  the  trial,  one  contract  of  demise  only,  ap- 
plying to  one  house  only,  was  proved : — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  damages  in  re- 
spect of  the  breaches  alleged  in  both  counts,  inasmuch  as  they  must  be  taken  to  have  reference 
to  difl^rent  messuages. 
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ment  of  rent^  taxes,  &c. ;  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  de-  Bxch,  of  Pi§tu, 
fendant  should  forthwith  do  certain  repairs  therein  also  spe-  *   ^ 

cified,  and  should  keep  the  windows,  and  all  other  parts  of  Uolford 
the  premises,  except  the  roof  and  main  timbers  and  the  dunnbtt. 
outside,  in  effectual  repair.  Breach,  that  the  defendant 
permitted  the  windows,  and  all  other  parts  of  the  said  pre* 
mises,  except  the  roof,  &c.,  to  be  in  want  of  repair.  The 
second  coimt  stated,  that  in  consideration  that  the  defend- 
ant had  become  and  then  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of 
a  certain  other  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  garden,  orch* 
ard,  coach-house,  stable,  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  he, 
the  defendant,  then  promised  to  use  the  said  last-men- 
tioned messuage  or  dwelling-house,  &c.,  in  a  tenant-Uke 
and  proper  manner,  for  and  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  tenancy.  Breach,  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  nor  would,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
last*mentioned  tenancy,  use  the  said  last-mentioned  mes- 
suage, &c.,  in  a  tenant-like  and  proper  manner,  but  on 
the  contrary  thereof,  wrongfully  and  unjustly  made  divers 
large  holes  in  the  walls  of  the  said  last-mentioned  mes- 
suage or  dwelling-house,  and  damaged  the  doors  thereof, 
took  away  the  turf,  and  cut  down  and  removed  shrubs 
and  flowers  therefrom,  &c.  The  third  count  charged  the 
defendant  with  removing  an  iron  gate  erected  by  him, 
and  which  he  had  agreed  to  leave  upon  the  premises. 

Pleas,  first,  non  assumpsit ;  secondly,  to  the  first  county 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  repair  the  premises  pursuant  to 
his  agreement :  thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  defen- 
dant did  not  allow  the  windows,  &c.,  to  be  in  want  of  re- 
pair; fourthly,  to  the  2nd  count,  that  the  defendant  did 
use  the  messuage,  &c.,  therein  mentioned,  in  a  tenant- 
like and  proper  manner :— -on  which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Bolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  assizes, 
the  plaintiff,  having  proved  a  written  agreement  for  the 
demise  of  the  premises  in  question  to  the  defendant,  as  set 
out  in  the  first  count,  and  also  a  breach  of  the  agreement 
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Bxek.  qf  Pleat,  by  the  non-repair  of  the  windows  and  other  parts  of  the  pre- 
^  '  ^     mises,  as  stated  in  that  county  was  about  to  give  evidence  of 
HoLFORo      the  breaches  charged  in  the  second  coant ;  npon  which  it 
DuNMETT.     was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  inasmuch  as  one  con- 
tract of  demise  only  had  been  proved,  applying  to  one  house 
only,  viz.  the  express  written  contract  stated  in  the  first 
count,  no  evidence  could  be  received  of  breaches  assigned 
under  another  and  different  implied  contract,  on  which 
the  second  count  was  framed.     The  learned  Judge  over- 
ruled the  objection,  and  the  plaintiff  accordingly  proceeded 
to  give  evidence  of  the  cutting  down  and  carrying  away  of 
fruit  trees  and  flowers,  and  the  taking  away  of  turf,  as  al- 
leged in  the  second  count ;  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  two  first  issues,  damages  iSlO,  and  for 
the  defendant  on  the  third  issue. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Cresswell  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  new  trial,  on  the  objection  taken  at  Nisi  Prius ;  against 
which 

Dundas  and  Cowling  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  breaches 
in  both  counts  are  substantially  the  same.  The  defendant 
has  entered  into  a  special  agreement  in  writing,  which  he 
is  bound  to  keep  in  its  terms ;  but  he  is  also  subject  to  the 
more  general  contract  incident  thereto,  and  implied  by  law 
from  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  to  keep  the  pre- 
mises in  tenantable  repair.  These  two  contracts— one  ex- 
press and  the  other  implied — might  well  co-exist,  unless 
the  latter  were  expressly  excluded  by  the  former;  as  a 
tenant  under  leaseholds  also  subject  to  the  custom  of  the 
country,  unless  the  lease  expressly  exclude  it :  Huiton  v. 
Warren  (a).  Could  not  a  plaintiff  recover  for  work  and  la- 
bour, when  the  work  contracted  for  under  a  written  agree- 
ment had  been  performed?  [Parke^  B. — ^There,  there  are  two 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  466. 
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contracts  made  at  different  times :  here^  there  are  two  tilings  ^ch.  of  Pleat, 
agreed  to  be  done  at  the  same  time,  one  by  an  express     n^-^v-.^-^ 
written  contract,  the  other  implied  from  the  relation  of      Holpord 
landlord  and  tenant,  and  imported  into  it.]     The  first,  the      Dunnett. 
express  written  contract,  was  executory,  because  it  was 
made,  so  far  as  appears,  before  the  defendant  actually  be- 
came tenant ;  the  other  arose  afterwards,  when  he  became 
tenant  by  taking  possession.    In  Powley  y.  Walker  (a),  the 
declaration  contained  three  counts ;  the  first  alleging  that 
on  such  a  day  the  defendant  became  and  was  tenant  to  the 
pliuntiff  of  a  farm,  in  consideration  whereof  he  undertook 
and  promised  not  to  carry  away  from  the  farm  any  straw, 
&c. ;  the  second  count  stated,  that  for  the  same  consider- 
ation the  defendant  imdertook  and  promised  to  cultivate 
the  land  in  a  good  and  husbandlike  manner,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  coimtry ;  and  the  third,  to  manage  and 
cultivate  the  land  according  to  the  course  of  good  hus- 
bandry.    On  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  Court 
held  that  the  bare  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  the  promises  laid  in  the  decla- 
ration.   Therefore,  from  the  moment  the  defendant  be- 
came tenant,  the  contract  to  keep  the  premises  in  te- 
nantable  repair  was  implied  by  law,  whether  there  was 
a  previous  writing  or  not.      In  Hartley  v.  Harman  (i), 
the  declaration  contained  one  count  only,  stating  a  con- 
tract of  service  for  certain  wages  per  annum,  subject  to 
T>e  determined  at  a  month's  notice,  and  alleging  that  the 
defendant  dismissed  the  plaintiff  without  a  month's  no- 
tice, whereby  he  lost  all  the  wages,  &c.,  he  might  have 
acquired  from  being  continued  in  the  service :  and  it  was 
held,  that  he  was  only  entitled  to  recover  as  damages  one 
month's  wages,  and  that  the  arrears  due  to  him  at  the 
time  of  his  dismissal  could  only  be  recovered  in  indebitatus 
assumpsit  for  work  and  labour.    There  there  was  in  fact 

(a)  .6  T.  R.  373.  (6)  3  P.  &  D.  667. 
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Bxek.  tf  Pleas,  but  One  Contract  only,  yet  it  was  held  tliat  the  plaintiff 
'  ^    ought  to  have  had  a  second  count  in  order  to  recover  for 
HoLFORD      the  services  actually  performed. 

Vm 

DUNNKTT* 

CressweU  (with  whom  was  Martin)  contra. — ^The  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  proceeds  upon  the  fiedlacy  of  sup- 
posing that  there  are  two  contracts^  one  executory  and 
the  other  executed.  There  is  but  one  contract.  Every 
contract  whereby  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
is  created,  contains  in  it,  as  an  implied  part  of  it,  an 
agreement  to  use  the  premises  in  a  tenantable  man- 
ner, unless  expressly  excluded.  The  tenancy  is  created, 
not  by  merely  taking  possession,  but  by  the  agreement 
entered  into  between  the  parties.  It  was  competent  for 
the  plaintiff,  therefore,  to  have  stated  in  the  first  count  all 
that  the  law  would  imply  from  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant;  but  he  could  not  recover  damages  for  breaches 
alleged  in  a  second  count,  having  reference  to  another  con- 
tract, and  which  were  not  set  out  in  the  first  count.  [He 
was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Parke,  B. — ^The  rule  must  be  absolute.  The  plaintiff 
has  stated  two  contracts  in  his  declaration,  whereas  one 
only  was  proved.  He  has  alleged,  as  a  second  contract, 
an  agreement  to  use  the  premises  in  a  tenant-like  man- 
ner; this  he  ought  not  to  have  done,  unless  he  could 
prove  a  second  contract  in  fact,  relating  to  another  and 
different  messuage:  as  soon  as  it  appears  that  there  is  but 
one  contract  and  one  messuage,  he  cannot  recover  on 
both.  Here  there  is  an  express  written  agreement;  there 
is  also  the  additional  contract  implied  by  law;  but  it 
is  all  parcel  of  the  original  contract,  -  by  which  the  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant  was  created  between  the  par- 
ties. That  distinguishes  this  case  from  Hartley  v.  Harmon. 
There  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered,  on  a  declaration 
properly  framed,  wages  pro  rat&  for  the  time  he  had  actu- 
ally served :  but  it  was  equally  dear,  if  he  did  not^  that  he 
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might,  afterwards  recover  them  in  indebitatus  assumpsit ;  Bxeh,  t^  PUas, 
because  the  implied  contract  arose,  not  from  the  original  ^  *   ^ 

agreement  between  the  parties,  but  from  the  performance      Holford 
of  it.    Here  there  is  one  contract  only,  arising,  not  from     Dunnett. 
the  taking  possession  of  the  land,  but  from  the  original 
agreement  whereby  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
was  created  between  the  parties. 

Aldjbrson,  B. — ^There  is  in  truth  but  one  contract, 
namely,  the  written  contract,  together  with  an  implica- 
tion of  law  arising  out  of  it,  which  latter  is  stated  as  a 
second  contract.  The  defendant  takes  possession  under 
certain  stipulated  terms,  to  which  are  to  be  added  certain 
other  implied  terms. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolpe.  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


Hall  and  Another,  Assignees  of  John  Taylor, 
a  Bankrupt,  v.  Wallace. 

TJan,  22. 
BOYEB  for  cotton  and  silk  goods,  frimiture,  &C.  &C.   Where  a  trader 

The  first  count  alleged  a  possession  by  the  bankrupt  be-  of'bwlkr^ptcy* 
fore  his  bankruptcy;  the  second  count  laid  the  possession  hfs^^JlJ^'t'^be 
in  the  assignees.    The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  not  guilty:  ^^^  *"*<>  "«- 

cution  with  in* 

Sndly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  nor  are  assignees  of  the  tent  to  defeat 
^eatate  and  effects  of  the  said  John  Taylor.    Then  fol-  Ll^^eexwJ. 
lowed  six  other  special  pleas,  the  substance  of  which  was,  f ^"'/J^^^f^ 
that  the  defendant,  having  obtained  two  judgments  against  hy  the  ju^- 
the  bankrupt,  issued  writs  of  fi.  fa.  thereon,  under  which  is  not  protected 
the  sheriff  of  Lancashire,  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  $  vict'<!!*29!* 
the  fiat,  and  before  the  defendant  had  any  notice  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  seized  the  goods  in  question :  that  the 


864  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER^ 

^eh.  of  Pleas,  said  execution  was  bonft  fide  levied  and  executed  before 
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*  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat^  and  before  the  defendant 
had  notice  of  any  prior  or  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
the  said  John  Taylor  committed.  The  defendant  pleaded^ 
9thly^  that  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion were  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees ;  and 
lOthly^  that  the  plaintiffs^  as  assignees^  were  not  lawfully 
possessed  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels.  On  these  seve- 
ral pleas  issues  were  taken  and  joined.  The  defendant 
also  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  tradings 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt^  and  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

At  the  trial  before  Eolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool 
Assizes,  the  following  facts  appeared: — The  bankrupt, 
Taylor,  in  March  1837,  commenced  business  as  a  draper  at 
Sunderland,  with  a  sum  of  j£600  advanced  to  him  by  the 
defendant,  who  was  his  father  in  law,  and  to  whom,  in  the 
November  following,  he  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
secure  that  amount.  About  the  same  time,  and  in  the  fol- 
lowing year,  the  defendant  advanced  him  more  money, 
and  became  surety  for  him  to  other  creditors.  Judgment 
was  entered  upon  the  warrant  of  attorney  in  March  1839. 
In  May  following,  the  bankrupt  gave  the  defendant  an- 
other warrant  of  attorney  for  £1000,  upon  which  also 
judgment  was  forthwith  entered  up.  In  December  1839, 
Taylor's  affairs  having  become  irretrievably  embarrassed, 
and  an  execution  being  out  against  his  goods  at  the  suit 
of  another  creditor,  it  was  arranged  between  him  and 
one  Phillips,  his  brother  in  law,  that  Phillips  should  go 
over  to  Durham  to  the  defendant,  and  give  him  informa- 
tion of  it,  in  order  to  induce  the  defendant  to  issue  exe- 
cutions upon  his  judgments.  Phillips  informed  the  de- 
fendant accordingly,  and  the  defendant  in  consequence, 
on  the  6th  of  December,  issued  two  writs  of  fieri  facias 
against  Taylor's  goods,  under  which  the  sheriff  took  pos- 
session of  all  his  stock  in  trade  and  effects,  the  whole  of 
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which  were  sold  on  the  19th^  and  the  net  proceeds,  amount-  Etch,  of  piea^ 
ing  to  JB1190,  were  paid  over  to  the  defendant.  Notice  was  ^^  ' 
given  to  the  defendant  and  to  the  sheriff,  while  the  latter 
was  in  possession,  that  a  fiat  would  be  issued  against  Tay- 
lor; and  on  the  14th  of  January,  1840,  a  fiat  was  issued 
accordingly,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  it  was  founded 
being  the  procuring  his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution 
at  the  suit  of  the  defendant.  On  the  9th  of  March,  the 
phiintiffs  were  appointed  his  assignees,  and  they  brought 
this  action  for  the  value  of  the  goods  so  taken  in  execu- 
tion. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the  executions 
were  rendered  valid  by  the  operation  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict, 
c.  29,  provided  the  jury  should  find  that  they  were  levied  by 
the  defendant  bon&  fide,  and  without  knowledge  of  the  in- 
tention of  the  bankrupt  to  give  him  a  preference.   For  the 
plaintiff  it  was  answered,  that  that  statute  did  not  apply  to 
the  case,  inasmuch  as  it  had  reference  only  to  executions 
bon&  fide  levied  after  9l  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  whereas 
here  the  execution  itself  was  a  part  of  the  transaction  which 
constituted  the  act  of  bankruptcy.    The  learned  Judge 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether  the  seizure  in  exe- 
cution was  by  the  procurement  of  the  bankrupt ;  secondly, 
'whether,  if  such  procurement  existed,  the  defendant  was 
cognizant  of  it.     The  jury  found  that  the  bankrupt  had 
firaudnlently  procured  his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution; 
1>ut  that  the  defendant  had  acted  bon&  fide,  and  without 
^Bny  knowledge  of  the  fraudulent  intention  of  the  bank- 
rupt.   The  learned  Judge  directed  that  the  verdict  should 
T)e  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £1190,  but  gave 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a 
verdict  for  him  upon  such  of  the  issues  as  the  Court  should 
think  fit. 

Wlghtman/va  last  Michaelmas  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 

VOL.  VII.  B  B  M,  w. 
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Exeh.  ^  Pfeof ,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserred,  or  for  a  new  trial ;  against 
i?1i^     which 


Cresswett  and  Hoggins  now  shewed  cause.  The  stat.  2 
&  3  Vict.  c.  29^  has  no  application  to  this  case.  That 
statute  gives  validity  to  executions  bonft  fide  'executed 
and  levied  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  a  fiat^  notwith- 
standing any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  provided  the  party 
at  whose  suit  the  execution  is  levied  had  not,  at  the  time 
of  executing  or  levying  such  execution,  notice  of  any  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy.  But  it  was  never  intended  by  the 
legislature  to  give  validity  to  an  execution  which  was  itself 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  This  was  a  transaction  altogether 
void,  as  being  a  fraudulent  preference,  and  therefore  whoUy 
inoperative  for  the  purpose  of  vesting  any  property  in  the 
person  intended  to  be  benefited;  and  could  not  prevent  the 
title  of  the  assignees,  which  commenced  by  relation  from 
the  time  of  the  fraudulent  procurement  by  the  bankrupt : 
Doe  d.  Lloyd  v.  Powell  (a).  Such  a  procurement  does 
not  the  less  operate  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  because  the 
creditor  is  ignorant  of  the  intention,  or  of  the  bankrupt's 
insolvency.  And  there  is  nothing  in  the  recent  statute  to 
enable  the  creditor  to  obtain  a  property  in  the  goods  by 
means  of  a  transaction  which  in  itself  is  an  act  at  bank- 
ruptcy. [Parke,  B. — ^The  effect  of  the  act  is  to  prevent 
the  relation  back  of  the  title  of  the  assignees  to  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  as  against  bon&  fide  executions.]  The  refer- 
ence in  it  to  the  stat.  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  82,  dearly  shews 
that  to  be  its  meaning. 

Hindmarsh  {fVigUman  with  him),  contriL — It  is  said  that 
the  act  of  Parliament  applies  only  to  executions,  not  con- 
temporaneous with,  but  subsequent  to,  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, because  of  the  use  of  the  words  "  prior  act  of  bank- 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  306;  8  D.  &  R.  35. 
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inptcy :"  but  such  a  constraction  leads  to  this  absurd  Ejcch.  qf  PUai, 
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consequence^  that,  whether  the  levy  be  before  or  after  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  in  either  case  it  is  good ;  if  it  be  at  the 
same  time,  it  is  bad.  [Alderson^  B, — So  far  as  a  prior  act 
of  bankruptcy  would  make  the  levy  invalid,  the  act  ap- 
plies, and  no  further.]  Here,  however,  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy was  not  complete  until  after  the  execution  had 
been  levied,  because  it  consists  of  both  the  procurement 
and  the  levy;  as  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  by  lying  twenty- 
one  days  in  prison,  does  not  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the 
arrest,  but  is  complete  only  at  the  expiration  of  the 
twenty-one  days:  Higgtm  v.  M^Adam  (a).  [Parfe,  B. — 
The  moment  the  sheriff  laid  his  hands  upon  the  goods  to 
take  them  in  execution,  they  became  the  goods  of  the 
assignees ;  then  the  subsequent  sale  of  them  was  a  con- 
version.] The  intention  of  the  legislature,  in  the  recent 
statute,  was  that  the  execution  creditor  should  be  pro- 
tected in  all  cases  where  the  levy  was  antecedent  to  the 
fiat :  Nebtrop  v.  Scarisbrick  (&). 

Parke,  B. — I  entertain  no  doubt  in  this  case  that  the 
true  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament  is  as  is  contended 
for  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  object  of  the  statute  2  &  3  Vict. 
c.  29,  as  appears  by  the  recital,  was  similar  in  principle  to 
that  contemplated  by  the  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  81.  By 
the  act  of  Gteo.  4,  all  transactions  entered  into  with  the 
bankrupt  more  than  two  months  before  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat,  were  declared  to  be  vaUd,  notwithstanding  any  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy  committed,  provided  the  person  so 
dealing  with  the  bankrupt  had  not  notice  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy. The  effect  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  is  to 
destroy  the  relation  of  the  title  of  the  assignees  to  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  not  only  in  cases  where  the  transaction  was 
more  than  two  months  before  the  fiat,  but  as  to  all  bona 

(a)  3  Y.  &  J.  1.  (b)  6  M.  &  W.  684. 
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Exck.  of  Pleas,  fide  transactions  prior  to  the  fiat.     But  it  is  obvious,  that 

all  the  legislature  meant  to  do  was  to  prevent  transac- 
tions which  otherwise  were  valid  from  being  invaUdated 
by  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  Here  the  transaction  is  in- 
valid in  itself,  and  therefore  void.  It  is  a  parallel  case  to 
the  delivery  of  goods  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference,  in 
contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  which  is  invalid  as  against 
the  assignees,  although  the  party  receiving  them  may  not 
be  cognizant  of  the  dishonest  intention  of  the  bankrupt. 
Indeed,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  this  is  a  case  which 
comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  '^  bon&  fide  exe- 
cuted and  levied,^'  which  may  reasonably  be  construed  to 
mean  where  there  is  bona  fides  in  both  parties :  but  how- 
ever this  be,  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  only  meant  to  pro- 
tect valid  transactions,  and  to  prevent  them  firom  being 
affected  by  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy :  here  the  execution 
itself  is  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  No  doubt,  there  must  be  a 
conversion  after  the  title  of  the  assignees  has  accrued ;  that 
is,  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  if  that  be  complete 
only  upon  the  seizure,  there  was  a  sufi&cient  proof  of  a 
conversion  by  the  subsequent  sale.  As  soon  as  the  goods 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  they  became  the  property 
of  the  assignees,  and  they  were  converted  by  the  subse- 
quent sale.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Alderson,  B. — I  entirely  agree.  The  statute  meant, 
that  those  acts  which  before  required  to  be  invalidated  by 
proof  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  should  no  longer  be 
rendered  invalid  even  by  that  proof,  provided  the  party  to 
be  affected  by  them  were  ignorant,  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction,  of  the  existence  of  any  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. But  acts  which  are  invalid  in  themselves  do  not 
require  invalidating;  and  here  the  execution  itself  is  in- 
valid, being  in  the  nature  of  a  fraudulent  preference. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


^ 
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Wheeler  v.  Wright. 

Jan.  18. 

SSUMPSIT.    The  declaration  stated^  that  the  plaintiff  Declaration  in 
put  up  to  sale  by  auction  certain  premises^  subject  to  the  ^d,  that  the 
conditions^  amongst  others,   that  the  purchaser  should  cirlaijfieais-"^ 
complete  the  purchase  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  March  ^oW  premises 

to  auction,  sub- 
then  next,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  deduce  and  make  ject  to  condi- 

j   j.'xi      A      J.1  •  •  'j.\.    j.\.     1  tions  that  the 

a  good  title  to  the  premises,  commencmg  with  the  lease  purchaser 
under  which  they  were  then  held  :  that  the  defendant  be-  ^^ouid  com- 

•^  '  ^        plete  the  pur- 

came  the  purchaser  thereof;  and  that,  although  the  plain-  chase  by  a  cer- 
tiff  did  deduce  and  make  a  good  title  to  the  said  premises,  that  the  plain- 
commencing  with  the  lease  under  which  they  were  then  alf  r"jJo^od'' 
held,  yet  the  defendant  did  not,  on  or  before  the  said  25th  '"j«  ^^  ^^«  ?""«- 

mises,  com- 

day  of  March,  or  at  any  other  time,  complete  the  said  mencing  with 

•I  the  lease  under 

purchase.  which  they 

Third  plea,  that  the  said  premises  were,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  ^J^jf^^^^^f "  ^J*^ 
demised  by  one  Thomas  Lowe  to  one  William  Bamett,  his  *  breach,  that 

J     .    .  1  •  i.  •  although  the 

executors,  admmistrators,  and  assigns,  for  a  certain  term  plaintiff  did  de- 
of  years  still  subsisting,  subject  to  a  covenant  by  the  said  titiTcommenc. 
William  Barnett,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  f"^  ^'^**  ^^^ 

'  '  '  '    lease,  the  de- 

to  keep  the  said  premises  in  good  repair,  and,  in  the  event  fendant  did  not 
of  their  not  being  in  repair,  that  the  said  Thomas  Lowe  purchase  ac-^ 
might  and  should  enter  upon  and  re-possess  the  same;  contact ^**  *^* 
that  the  right  and  interest  of  the  said  William  Barnett      '^*»«  defend- 

.  .      .  .      .        *"^  pleaded, 

Vested  by  assignment  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  that  the  pre- 
mises were,  on 
&C.,  demised  by 
*!|^.  Lt.  to  W.  B.  for  a  term  still  subsisting,  subject  to  a  covenant  by  W.  B.  to  keep  the  premises 
in  repair,  and  for  re-entry  by  T.  L.  in  default  thereof:  that  the  interest  of  W.  B.  vested  by 
Assignment  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  aAcr  the  assignment,  suffered  the  premises  to 
^>e  out  of  repair,  and  that  they  continued  so  up  to  the  time  of  sale,  so  that  the  term  might,  at 
^be  option  of  T.  L.,  be  detennined  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  had  not, 
At  the  time  of  the  sale  or  afterwards,  any  valid  title  to  the  premises.  The  defendant  pleaded 
AltOy  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  any  good  and 
'Valid  title  to  the  premises,  and  did  not  deduce  or  make  a  good  title  to  the  defendant. 

On  special  demurrer  to  these  pleas,  the  former  was  held  bad,  as  being  an  argumentative  denial 
^f  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  made  a  good  title;  and  the  latter,  on  the 
ground  that,  if  the  defendant  meant  to  object  to  the  validity  of  the  lease,  he  ought  to  have  con- 
fessed the  allegation  of  title  in  the  declaration  as  it  stood,  and  then  to  have  pointed  the  plea 
specifically  to  the  objection  that  the  lessor  had  no  title. 
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Exch.  <^  Pleas,  after  the  said  assignment^  suffered  and  permitted  the  said 
^  ^^^'   ^     premises  to  be  out  of  repair ;  and  that  they  continued  and 
Wheeler      were  SO  out  of  repair  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale^  and  of 
WrIoht.       ^^^  commencement  of  this  suit,  so  that  the  said  term 
might,  at  the  option  of  the  said  Thomas  Lowe^  be  deter- 
mined j  and  that  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale,  or  at  any  time  after- 
wards, any  valid  title  to  the  said  premises.     Verification. 

Fourth  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  at  the  time  of 
the  said  sale  of  the  said  premises,  or  at  any  time  after  the 
said  sale,  any  good  and  valid  title  to  the  said  premises ;  and 
that  he  did  not  deduce  or  make  a  good  title  thereof  to  the 
defendant.    Verification. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  specially  to  these  pleas,  assigning- 
as  grounds  of  objection  to  the  former,  that  it  did  not  suf- 
ficiently confess  and  avoid,  or  traverse,  the  cause  of  actioi 
alleged  in  the  declaration ;  that  it  was  but  an  argumenta- 
tive denial  of  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  deduced 
good  title,  and  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the  count 
and  not  with  a  verification  ,*  and  that  the  plea  was  a 
statement  of  evidence,  as  to  which  no  certain  issue  coul«^  ^ 
be  taken.  The  causes  of  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea  wer^^^ 
that  it  alleged  generally  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  make  ^ 

good  title  to  the  defendant,  whereas,  under  the  conditioi]ff=^ 
of  sale,  the  plaintiff  was  only  bound  to  make  a  good  tit! 
commencing  with  the  lease  under  which  the  premises  wc 
held ;  that  if  the  plea  meant  that  the  plaintiff  had  n( 
deduced  a  good  title  commencing  as  aforesaid,  then  it 
not  sufficiently  traverse,  nor  confess  and  avoid,  the  decl; 
ration,  and  imperfectly  concluded  with  a  verification.- 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Gale,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
Court. 

Erie,  contra. — The  third  plea  sufficiently  confesses  sind 
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avoids  the  aU^ationa  of  the  declaration,     [Lord  Abinger^  Exek,  o/  pum, 
C.  B. — It  appears  to  be  merely  an  argumentative  denial     v^if^ll^ 
that  the  plaintiff  made  a  good  title:  if  it  be  such  a  denialj      Wheeler 
it  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the  country] .     It  admits  a      wrioht. 
good  prima  fade  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  but  sets 
up  as  an  answer  to  it  that  the  title  is  defeasible.    There 
may  be  an  apparent  good  title  deduced  commencing  with 
the  lease^  and  there  maybe  an  extrinsic  fact^  such  as  a 
forfeiture,  which  invalidates  it.     The  plaintiff^  on  the 
other  hand,  may  shew,  by  way  of  replication,  that  the  land- 
lord has  released  the  covenant,  or  accepted  rent.    This  is 
within  the  cases  in  which  a  party  may  eith^  rely  on  a 
general  traverse,   or  plead  the  facts  specially,  so   as  to 
give  the  opposite  party  a  knowledge  of  the  question  he 
intends  to  try.      [Parke,  B. — The  question  is,  in  what 
sense  the  words  of  the  contract  are  to  be  understood.    If 
it  means  that  the  lease  is  to  be  shewn  to  be  a  valid  lease, 
then  a  traverse  would  have  answered  the  defendant's  pur*- 
pose ;  if  only  that  the  plaintiff  is  to  prove  the  several  steps 
oS  the  transfer  of  the  lease  to  himself,  perhaps  the  plea 
may  be  good.    You  say  that  the  latter  is  the  sense  in 
which  the  words  are  to  be  imderstood.]    It  may  be  admit- 
ted that  the  defendant  might  have  raised  the  question  in 
dispute  by  a  traverse  of  the  allegation,  but  he  might  also 
put  upon  the  record  facts  amounting  to  matter  of  law, 
shewing  that  the  title  is  defeasible.    It  is  on  this  principle 
that  infancy,  coverture,  &c.,  were  pleadable  specially.     In 
such  cases  the  plea  assumes  that  the  facts  stated  by  the 
plaintiff  prim&  facie  shew  that  the  promises  were  made 
by  the  defendant,  but  answers  them  by  adding  other  facts, 
which,  taken  altogether,  shew  the  prima  facie  cause  of 
action  to  be  destroyed  by  matter  of  law.     Bac.  Abr. 
Pleader,  (b.  3).     Carr  v.  Hinchliffe  (a),  Hussey  v.  Jacob  (A), 
Maggs  v.  Ames  (c).     [Alderson,  B. — If  the  averment  in 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  547;  7  D.  &  R.  42.  (/>)  1  U.  Raym.  87. 

(c)4Bhig.470;  1  M.  &  P  294. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  the  declaration  means  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  good  title 
^   ^^^'  .     against  all  the  world,  the  plea  has  not  answered  it.]     The 
Wheeler      plaintiff  may  in  reply  take  the  same  course,  and  say, 
Wright.      '^ True  it  is  the  plea  primfi  facie  constitutes  a  defence;  but 
that  is  only  because  you,  the  defendant,  have  omitted  cer- 
tain facts,  which  I  supply,  and  shew  that  prim&  facie  de- 
fence not  to  be  maintainable/'    The  plea  admits  only  that 
the  plaintiff  deduced  an  apparent  good  title  commencing 
with  the  lease,  but  shews  aliunde,  in  answer  to  the  plain- 
tiff's claim,  that  the  lease  is,  prim&  facie,  invalid. 

Next,  as  to  the  fourth  plea. — ^In  Spratt  v.  Jeffery  (a), 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  when  on  a  sale  of 
leasehold  premises  the  purchaser  agreed  to  accept  an 
assignment,  without  requiring  the  lessor's  title,  he  could 
not  raise  any  objection  to  that  title :  but  in  Shepherd  v. 
Keatley  {b),  this  Court,  upon  a  clause  in  nearly  the  same 
terms,  {"  that  the  vendor  should  not  be  obliged  to  produce 
the  lessor's  title"),  came  to  a  contrary  conclusion;  and  held 
that  the  purchaser  was  nevertheless  entitled  to  insist  on 
defects  in  the  lessor's  title  which  he  had  discovered  aliunde. 
So  here,  the  defendant  admits  that  all  the  plaintiff  was  bound 
to  do  was  to  deduce  a  good  title  commencing  with  the  lease ; 
but  if  he  finds  aliunde  that  the  lessor  had  no  title,  he  con- 
tends that  he  is  at  liberty  to  shew  it :  he  therefore  says, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not  any  good  or  valid  title.  It  is 
part  of  the  consideration  for  which  the  defendant  pays  his 
money,  that  these  are  leasehold  premises  held  for  a  certain 
term ;  and  he  has  a  right  to  shew  that  that  consideration 
has  failed.  The  only  difference  is,  that  the  onus  probandi 
is  changed,  and  it  is  thrown  on  the  defendant  to  shew  it, 
instead  of  its  being  imposed  as  a  condition  precedent  on 
the  plaintiff.  [Parkey  B. — The  proper  form  of  plea,  as  it 
strikes  me,  would  have  been  to  have  confessed  the  allega- 
tion as  it  stands,  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  the 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  249 ;  5  Man.  &  R.  188.  (b)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  1 1 7. 
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delaration^  and  then  to  have  pointed  the  plea  specifically  Exeh.  of  pieat, 

to  the  objection^  that  the  lessor  had  no  title.     Lord  AUn-  v     y  '   ^ 

jfer,  C.  B. — I  think  we  must  interpret  the  plea,  as  it  Wheeler 

stands,  to  mean  that  the  title  is  bad  for  matter  posterior  Wright. 
to  the  lease.] 

Lorn  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  Court  are  inclined  to  think 
that  both  pleas  are  bad  on  special  demurrer.  The  third 
plea  amounts  only  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the 
plaintiff's  being  able  to  make  a  good  title,  instead  of  con- 
taining a  distinct  traverse.  And  as  to  the  fourth,  if  the 
defendant  intended  to  rely  on  any  objection  to  the  title  of 
the  lessor,  he  ought  to  have  confessed  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration,  and  have  set  forth  the  defect  of  title  more 
particularly  in  his  plea. 

Parks,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  third  plea 
is  merely  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  allegation  of  title 
in  the  declaration.  The  cases  which  have  been  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Erie  apply  to  an  avoidance  of  the  contract  de- 
dared  on ;  as  where  the  defendant  admits  a  cause  of  action 
at  common  law,  and  avoids  it  by  statute;  or  admits  a 
prima  facie  cause  of  action,  and  avoids  it  by  coverture : 
but  this  is  a  denial  only  of  an  averment  in  the  declaration. 
I  agree  that  the  fourth  plea  is  bad,  for  the  reasons  already 
given. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

m 

Leave  to  the  defendant  to  amend  on  payment  of 
costs;  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


864  CABE8   IN   THE   EXCfl£QU£B| 

Exch,  </  Pkat, 
1841. 

^      V      '  Barnett  v.  Wheeler. 

Jan,  18.  A 

The  declaration  ASSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defend- 
defe^ndim*^  ^  *  ^^^  causcd  to  be  put  up  to  Sale  by  auction  certain  pre- 
caused  to  be      mises,  for  a  residue  of  a  certain  term  of  years  then  unex- 

put  up  to  sale  '  ^  "^ 

by  auction  cer-  pired  therein^  upon  the  condition,  amongst  others,  that 
for  the  residue  the  defendant  should  deduce  and  make,  or  cause  to  be 
yeanf  on  Uie  deduced  and  made,  a  good  title  thereto,  commencing  with 
condition,         the  Icasc  of  the  said  premises,  under  which  they  were  then 

amongst  others,  *  ^  " 

that  the  defend-  held.  Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  deduce  or  make, 
duce  and  make  OT  cause  to  be  deduced  or  made,  to  the  plaintiff,  a  good 
thereto *com-     *^^^®  *^  *^^  ^^^  premises,  commencing  with  the  said 

mencing  with      leaSC. 
the  lease  of  the 

premises  under  Plea,  that  the  Said  premises  so  put  up  to  sale  by 
were  then  held;  aiictiou  wcrc  premises  whereof  the  defendant  was  then 
and  assigned  as  possessed  for  R  Certain  term  of  years  then  to  come  and 

a  breach,  that     *  * 

the  defendant  unexpired,  by  virtue  of  an  indenture  of  mortgage  there- 
did  not  deduce  i         i        i        i  .  •         j  i 

a  good  tide  tofore  made,  whereby  the  same  premises  were  assigned  oj 

¥dai"the"icMe.  *^®  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  for  such  residue  of  the  said 

Plea,  that  term,  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  for  the  purpose  of  securing 

put  up  to  sale  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  of  a  certain 

o/whfc'h  uir'  sum  of  money  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned ;  and  that 

^^sseMcd^under  *^®  ^^^^  premises  wcrc  so  put  up  and  exposed  for  sale,  and 

a  mortgage  so  agreed  to  be  sold  by  the  defendant,  as  in  the  first  count 

from  the  plain-  •  i  ••  i  i         • 

tiff  for  the  resi-  mentioned,  under  and  by  Yirtue  of  a  certam  power  of  sale 
term°  and  that  Contained  in  the  said  indenture,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
they  were  put    granted  to  the  defendant  a  full  power  to  sell  the  same. 

up  to  sale  under  *^  '^  ' 

a  power  of  sale  upon  the  nou-paymeut  of  the  said  sum  of  money:  that 

gage:  that  be-  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  assign- 

UmVoHhe  ^^^  ment,  the  plaintiff  held  the  said  premises  as  tenant  there- 
mortgage,  the 

plaintiff  held  the  premises  under  a  lease  from  T.  L.,  subject  to  a  covenant  by  the  plaintiff  for 
repair,  and  a  proviso  for  re-entry,  or  the  cesser  of  the  term,  at  the  option  of  T.  L.,  on  breach 
of  such  covenant :  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  had  full  knowledge  of 
all  the  premises:  that  the  defendant  did  deduce  a  good  title  to  the  premises,  commencing  with 
the  lease,  in  all  respects  except  this,  that  the  premises  were  out  of  repair,  of  which  the  plaintid 
had  full  knowledge :  that  they  were,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  in  as  good  repair  as  at  the  time  oi 
the  mortgage ;  and  that  T.  L.  had  not  re-entered  or  claimed  to  re-enter,  or  in  any  way  avoided 
the  lease: — Held  hfnd  on  general  demurrer. 
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o£  to  one  Thomas  Lowe>  by  virtue  of  a  certain  indenture    JBwft.  rfPUiu, 
of  lease^  bearing  date,  &c.,  and  subject  to  a  certain  cove-     ^     \      ^ 
nant  in  the  said  indenture  of  lease  contained  on  the  part      Barnett 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  performed,  for  the  repairing  and      Wheeler. 
keeping  in  tenantable  repair  the  said  premises^  and  sub- 
ject to  a  certain  proviso  for  the  re-entry  of  the  said  Tho- 
mas Lowe  into  the  said  premises,  and  for  the  cesser  and 
determination  of  the  said  term,  at  the  option  of  the  said 
Thomas  Lowe^  upon  breach  (amongst  other  things)  of  the 
said  covenant :  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  said  sale,  and  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement, 
and  during  all  the  time  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
had  full  knowledge  and  notice  of  all  the  premises  herein- 
before-mentioned ;  and  that  the  defendant  did,  before  and 
at  the  time  appointed  for  the  completion  of  the  said  pur- 
chase, make  and  deduce  to  the  plaintiff  a  good  title  to  the 
said  tenements  and  premises,  commencing  with  the  lease 
under  which  the  said  premises  were  held  at  the  time  of  the 
siud  contract  of  sale,  (being  the  same  lease  in  this  plea  be- 
fore-mentioned), in  all  respects  excepting  this,  to  wit,  that 
the  said  premises  were,  at  the  time  of  the  said  contract  of 
sale,  and  at  the  same  time  so  appointed  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  said  contract,  out  of  repair :  that  the  plaintiff, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale,  and  during  all  the 
time  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  had  full  knowledge 
and  notice  that  the  said  premises  were  out  of  repair  as 
aforesaid :  that  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale,  and  during  all 
the  time  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  the  said  pre- 
mises were  in  as  good  a  state  of  repair  as  the  same  were  in 
at  the  time  of  the  said  assignment  thereof  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  Thomas 
Lowe  had  not,  before  or  during  any  part  of  the  time  in  - 
the  first  count  mentioned,  re-entered  or  claimed  to  re- 
enter upon  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the 
breach  of  the  said  covenant,  or  otherwise ;  nor  had  he  or 
any  other  person  in  any  way  avoided  the  said  lease,  but  the 
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puas,  same  was^  during  all  the  time  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned^  wholly  subsisting  and  undetermined.     Verification, 
Replication^  de  injuria. — Special  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

Gale  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  but  was  called 
upon  to  support  the  plea. — The  plaintiff,  by  assigning  the 
premises  by  way  of  mortgage  to  the  defendant,  warranted 
the  goodness  of  the  title.  His  acts  amount  in  effect  to 
a  covenant  for  title.  He  is  therefore  estopped  from  now 
sajring  that  the  title  is  bad,  and  that  the  premises  are  out 
of  repair.  [Parke,  B. — In  Deering  v.  Farrington  (a).  Lord 
Hale  lays  it  down  that  the  words  *^  assign,  transfer,  and 
set  over,''  do  not  amount  to  a  covenant  against  an  cign 
title.  But,  besides,  there  is  no  estoppel  against  the  plain- 
tiff to  prevent  him  from  saying  that  the  premises  are  out 
of  repair.  If  he  has  contracted  that  they  are  in  repair, 
and  they  are  not,  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  that  contract.]  It  is  evident  that  the  plaintiff  must 
have  contemplated  a  purchase  of  the  property  subject  to 
this  defect  in  the  title,  of  which  he  was  aware ;  he  cannot, 
therefore,  take  advantage  of  it  to  avoid  the  contract  of 
purchase. 

Erie  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  but  was  not  called  upon. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  plea  is  bad  in  sub- 
stance, and  affords  no  answer  to  the  declaration.  The  de- 
fendant has  entered  into  an  express  contract  to  deduce  a 
good  title  to  the  premises  by  a  specified  day :  and  it  affords 
no  reason  for  his  not  performing  that  contract,  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  was  aware  of  the  defect  of 
title  by  the  breach  of  the  covenant  to  repair.  The  de- 
fendant might  have  known  that  the  lessor  had  waived  the 
forfeiture  by  a  subsequent  receipt  of  rent ;  or  he  may  have 

(rt)  3Keb.  301. 
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entered  into  the  contract  upon  the  understanding  that  he  Bxeh,  of  PUas, 
could  make  a  good  title,  by  inducing  the  lessor  to  receive    ^     ^     ^ 
rent  or  sign  a  release,  or  in  some  other  manner  waive  the      Barhett 

V. 

forfeiture.    The  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff.  Wheelbr. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Although 
both  parties  may  have  been  cognizant,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  that  the  title  was  defective  by  reason  of  the  dilapi- 
dated state  of  the  premises,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  defendant  might  not  have  contracted  upon  the  under- 
standing that  he  should  remove  that  defect  by  the  day 
named,  by  some  of  the  means  within  his  power.    If  a  bill 
had  been  filed  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract 
of  sale,  it  would  have  been  matter  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  of  Equity,  whether  it  ought  or  ought  not 
to  order  the  defendant  to  obtain  a  release  from  the  land-< 
lord. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


A 


Thompson  v.  Irving. 

Jan,  18. 
SSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance.     The  delaration  The  Navigation 

stated,    that  the  pkintiff  caused  to  be  made   a  certain  4^  ^  54^  ^^^^ 

Policy  of  insurance  with  the  Alliance  Marine  Assurance  "°^  prohibit 

^         ^  the  importation 

Company,  upon  a  certain  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Gustaf,  fof  home  con- 

Tx  •  TTiii  1  -Ti-  J    sumption  (ex- 

On  a  voyage  from  Dantzic  to  Hull ;  that  the  said  ship  and  cept  in  British 
the  goods  on  board  the  same,  for  so  much  as  concerned  of?ny*goodUi' 
the  assured,  should  be  valued  at  £650  on  bristles,  and  £30  2^«  P'o<*"c«  of 

Europe,  except- 

on  beer ;  and  that  the  goods  were  shipped  on  board  the  ing  those  spe- 
^aid  ship  at  Dantzic,  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  therein  merated1n"the 
on  the  said  voyage.    The  declaration  then  averred  a  loss  ^°**  action. 
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BjrdLjfPUoi,  of  the  ship  and  goods  by  perils  of  the  mMi  and  alleged  as 

a  breach  the  non-payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  mma  of 
money  insured  thereon  as  aforesaid. 

Plea^  that  the  said  goods  so  shipped  on  board  the  aaod 
vessel  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  certain  goods 
manufactured  within  the  kingdom  of  Prussia,  in  Europe, 
and  were  so  shipped  on  board  the  said  vessel  at  DantnCp 
within  the  said  kingdom  of  Prussia,  to  be  imported  firam 
thence  into  the  United  Kindom  of  Great  Britain  and  lie- 
land,  that  is  to  say,  into  the  port  of  Hull  aforesaid,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  used  within  the  said  United  King- 
dom :  and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  said  ves- 
sel, upon  which  the  said  goods  were  so  shipped  on  board 
as  aforesaid,  was  not,  at  the  time  the  said  goods  were  so 
shipped  on  board  thereof,  a  British  ship,  or  a  ship  of  the 
country  in  which  the  said  goods  were  so  manufactured  as 
aforesaid,  or  a  ship  of  the  country  from  which  the 
goods  were  so  imported ;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  thi 
said  ship  was,  at  the  time  the  said  goods  were  shipped  o 
board  the  same  and  imported  as  aforesaid,  a  Swedish  ship 
of  all  which  said  premises  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  th( 
time  of  making  the  said  policy  of  insurance  in  the 
count  mentioned,  had  notice,  and  whereby  the  said  vqy 
age  became  and  was  wholly  illegal,  and  contrary  to  th< 
form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.  Yi 
rification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  sai' 
goods,  that  IB  to  say,  the  said  bristles  and  beer,  ins 
by  the  said  policy,  were  not  prohibited  by  law  from 
imported  into  the  United  Kingdom  to  be  used  therein, 
such  a  ship  as  in  the  plea  mentioned ;  and  also,  that  th< 
mere  shipping  of  the  goods  in  the  plea  mentioned,  was 
such  an  illegal  act  as  to  avoid  or  defeat  the  contract  of  in 
smrance.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Martin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— The  question 
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this  case  arises  on  the  construction  of  the  Navigation  Act.  Ejtch.  of  pteas, 

1841 
8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  54,  the  second  section  of  which  enacts,  ^  '   ^ 

that  the  several  sorts  of  goods  thereitiqfter  enumerated,  Thompson 
being  the  produce  of  Europe,  that  is  to  say,  masts,  tim-  Irving. 
ber,  boards,  &c.,  [but  not  including  bristles  or  beer,]  shall 
not  be  imported  into  the  United  Kingdom  to  be  used 
therein,  except  in  British  ships,  or  in  ships  of  the  country 
of  which  the  goods  are  the  produce,  or  in  ships  of  the 
country  from  which  the  goods  are  imported.  That  prohi- 
bition applies  only  to  the  enumerated  articles.  Besides, 
all  that  is  prohibited  is  the  importation  for  use :  even  the 
goods  enumerated  may  be  imported  for  re-exportation; 
a.  21.    The  plea,  therefore,  is  clearly  bad. 

The  Ciourt  then  called  on 

W.  J,  Alexander,  in  support  of  the  plea. — It  is  alleged 
in  the  plea  that  these  goods  were  imported  to  be  used  in 
the  United  Kingdom ;  the  21st  section,  therefore,  does  not 
apply.    As  to  the  other  point,  if  the  Court  consider  it 
dear  that  the  goods  prohibited  by  the  2nd  section  aro>x. 
only  the  goods  enumerated  therein,  and  not  goods  the  pro- 
duce of  the  foreign  country  generally,  the  plea  is  cer- 
tainly insufficient ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  latter 
part  of  the  section  has  the  words — "  of  which  the  goods  " 
•—not  *^9uch  goods'' — ''are  the  produce.^'     Again,  if  only 
the  articles  actually  mentioned  in  sect.  2  are  prohibited, 
irhat  necessity  was  there  for  the  fifth  section,  which  enacts 
tliat  all  manufactured  goods  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
produce  of  the  country  of  which  they  are  the  manufacture  ? 
{Parke,  B. — To  avoid  the  necessity  of  using  the  word 
•'manufifccture''  as  well  as  ''produce.'^] 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^It  is  clear  that  the  2nd  section  of 
tiie  act  prohibits  the  importation  of  no  other  goods  than 
^hoae  mentioned  in  it.    The  plea  is  therefore  clearly  bad. 

VOL.  VII.  c  c  M.  w. 
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£reA.  0/  PUoi,      Pabke,  B. — ^Therc  is  no  proliibition  at  «11  except  in  the 

-    2nd  section,  and  that  clearly  applies  only  to  the  artidei 

Thompson     there  enumerated.    The  words  "  the  goods''  must  be  in- 

laviNo.       terpreted  to  mean  ''such  goods/'    Then  the  l^islafeiire 

having  in  the  second  and  two  following  sections  used  the 

word  "  produce/'  the  5th  section  is  introduced  to  e^lain 

that  that  word  is  intended  to  mean  not  only  the  natural 

productions  of  the  country^  but  also  goods  the  manufac* 

ture  of  that  country. 

Aldeeson,  B.,  and  GubnsTi  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Humphreys  v.  O'Connell. 

Jan,  20.  A 

To  an  action  by  ASSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  rf 

against  accept-  exchange  for  £500j  drawn  by  H.  Bamett^  payable  nx 

eM*hangc"the  ^o^^Lths  after  date,  and  indorsed  by  Bamett  to  Moss  and 

**f ^IId^d"h    i  Humphreys,  and  by  them  to  the  plaintiff, 
was  accepted         Pleas,  first,  that  long  before  the  drawing  or  accepting  of 

dd>t  and  \hat  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit, 

b^eforelhefi-  ^°  *^®  ^^*  ^*y  ^^  February,  1839,  and  on  divers  other  days 

dorsement  to  and  times  afterwards,  and  before  the  22nd  day  of  Ainil, 

hiniy  had  no- 
tice thereof:—    1839,  the  said  H.  Bamett  did  knowingly  lend  to  the  de- 

injunT:— «««*  fcudaut,  and  the  defendant  did  borrow  of  him,  divers  sums 
d^u^e?*"**  of  money,  amounting,  to  wit,  to  £650,  for  the  purpose  of 

enabling  the  defendant  illegally  to  game  and  play  there- 
with at  a  certain  illegal  game,  played  with  dice,  called  or 
known  by  the  name  of  French  Hazard,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  &c. ;  and  the  said  H.  Bamett,  at  the 
times  of  his  so  lending  the  said  monies,  well  knew  that 
the  defendant  so  borrowed  the  same  for  the  purpose  afore- 
said;   and  that,  for  securing  the  payment  of  the  said 
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luniB  SO  lent  as  aforesaid,  the  defendant   afterwards,  to  Exek,  of  Pteas, 

1841 
irit,  on  the  22nd  April,  1839,  accepted  three  several  bills  - 

of  exchange,  drawn  by  the  said  H.  Bamett  upon  and  di-    Hcmfhreys 

rected  to  the  defendant,  and  payable  to  the  said  H.     o'Cohnell. 

Bamett,  [describing  them]  :  and  the  defendant  says,  that 

long  before  the  drawing  or  acceptance  of  the  said  bill  in 

&e  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  May, 

1889,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  afterwards,  and 

before  the  29th  day  of  August,  1839,  the  said  H.  Bamett 

did  knowingly  lend  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant 

did  borrow  of  him,  divers  other  sums  of  money,  amounting, 

to  wit,  to  £565,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  defendant 

to  game  and  play  therewith  at  a  certain  illegal  game,  &c., 

contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &;c. :  and  the  said  H. 

Bamett,  at  the  times  of  his  so  lending  the  said  monies, 

wdl  knew  that  the  defendant  so  borrowed  the  same  for  the 

purpose  aforesaid :  that  the  said  several  bills,  so  payable  as 

aforesaid,  being  due  and  unpaid,  and  the  said  sum  of 

£565  being  also  unpaid  to  the  said  H.  Bamett,  he  the  de- 

fendanti  in  consideration  thereof,  and  for  and  on  account 

of  the  said  bills,  and  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the 

aiaae,  and  also  of  the  said  smn  of  £565,  accepted  the  said 

bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  also  a  certain  other 

biU  drawn  by  the  said  H.  Bamett,  and  directed  to  the  de- 

fiandant,  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  £515  to  the  said 

H.  Bamett,  or  order,  eight  months  after  the  date  thereof: 

Knd  the  said  H.  Bamett  drew  the  said  bills  for  and  upon 

Siat  consideration,  and  on  that  account :  and  the  defend- 

mt  farther  says,  that  the  said  Moss  and  Humphreys,  and 

ihe  plaintiff  respectively,  before  the  said  indorsements  to 

ibem  respectivdy,  had  full  knowledge  and  notice  of  the 

sromises  aforesaid.    Verification. 

The  second  plea  was  in  similar  terms,  except  that  it  al- 
leged the  monies  not  to  have  been  lent  by  Bamett  to  the 
defendant,  but  to  have  been  won  of  the  defendant  by  Bar- 
nett  and  others^  at  hazard. 

c  c  2 
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Ereh,  of  PUat,  The  third  and  fourth  pleas  were  the  same  as  the  first 
^  ^  .  and  third  respectively,  except  that  they  averred  want  of 
Humphreys    consideration,  instead  of  notice. 

O'CoMNELL.  Replication,  de  injurid. — Special  demurrer,  assigning 
for  causes,  that  the  matters  of  defence  alleged  in  the  pleas 
do  not  amount  to  an  excuse  for  the  non-performance  by 
the  defendant  of  his  promise,  but  shew  that  he  never  was 
liable  to  perform  that  promise,  and  that  it  was  totaUy  void, 
and  by  the  illegality  thereof  the  defendant  was  wholly  dis- 
charged by  law  from  performing  the  same,  and  the  defend- 
ant never  was  liable  to  pay  the  said  biU  to  the  plaintiff, 
under  the  facts  stated  in  the  pleas.— Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Willis,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  question  is, 
whether  these  pleas  amount  to  matter  of  excuse  only ;  if 
so,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Crogate^a  case  (a), 
and  now  extended  to  actions  ex  contractu,  the  replication 
dc  injuria  is  no  doubt  admissible.  If  the  pleas  pointed  to 
facts  occurring  after  the  breach  of  the  promise  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  that  would  be  matter  in  discharge,  not  in 
exeuse,  and  the  replication  de  injuria  would  be  bad.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  they  alleged  matter  which  happened  be- 
tween the  contract  and  the  breach,  then  the  replication 
would  be  good :  Jones  v.  Senior  [b).  But  this  is  a  third 
case  in  which  the  defence  is  founded  upon  matter  exist- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  which  goes  to  the 
avoidance  of  the  contract  itself,  by  shewing  that  it 
ought  never  to  be  performed,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
has  in  law  no  right  to  sue  upon  it.  The  pleas  in  effect 
amount  to  this,  that  the  contract  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
sues — viz.  the  indorsement  to  him,  was  illegal  and  void. 
This  point  arose  in  the  case  of  Parker  v.  Riley  (c),  but  was 
not  expressly  decided :  but  Parke,  B.,  said  of  the  plea  in 
that  case — ^^  It  either  amounts  to  the  general  issue,  or  is 

(a)  8  Rep.  Q7,  a.        (6)  4  M.  &  W.  123.        (c)  3  M.  &  W.  230. 
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in  avoidance  of  the  contract  itself :  on  the  first  supposi-  R 
tion^  it  is  clear  that  the  replication  is  bad ;  on  the  other^ 
we  are  strongly  inclined  to  think  it  so/'  Isaac  v.  Farrar  (a) 
will  be  relied  npon  for  the  plaintiff;  but  it  is  distinguish-  < 
able  &om  the  present  case^  because  there  the  allegation  of 
fraud  was  immaterial  to  the  question  which  arose  on  the 
plea,  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Was  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case  affected  by  the  original  fraud,  or  only  by  notice  of  it  ?] 
Certainly^  only  by  notice.  One  of  the  grounds  of  the 
judgment  in  Isaac  v,  Farrar,  the  inconvenience  of  not 
allowing  this  general  replication,  because  otherwise  the 
proof  of  value  would  in  such  cases  be  thrown  upon  the 
indorsee,  appears  to  be  removed  by  the  case  of  Edmunds  v. 
Groves  [b).  There,  in  answer  to  a  plea  similar  to  the  pre- 
sent^ the  plaintiff  replied  that  the  note  in  question  was  in- 
dorsed to  him  without  notice  of  the  illegality,  and  for 
good  value  and  consideration;  and  it  was  held,  that  although 
the  illegal  gaming  was  thus  admitted  on  the  record,  it  was 
not  so  admitted  as  that  the  jury  could  infer  it  as  a  fact 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  could  be  compelled  to  be- 
gin at  the  trial.  [Parke,  B. — ^It  is  very  difficult  to  dis- 
tinguish this  case  from  Isaac  y.  Farrar;  because  this  is 
not  a  question  between  the  drawer  and  acceptor;  if  it 
were^  there  would  be  great  reason  for  saying  the  contract 
itself  was  avoided ;  but  there  is  a  new  contract  by  the  in- 
dorsement :  then  the  question  is,  whether  the  plea  does 
not  consist  of  mere  matter  of  excuse  iot  the  non-perform- 
ance of  the  prim&  facie  contract  by  indorsement.  In 
Imooc  v.  Farrar,  the  contract  was  void  between  the  original 
parties,  as  here.]  The  plea,  alleging  notice,  shews  that  it 
iras  illegal  in  the  plaintiff,  with  such  notice,  to  take  the 
1)iU :  the  contract  of  indorsement  arises  out  of  his  own  il- 
legal act.  [Parke,  B. — He  takes  it  with  his  eyes  open, 
that  is  all;  and  therefore  he  cannot  consider  it  unjust  if 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  65.  (6)  2  M.  &  W.  642. 


cjjis  rr  THS  KXCHsqrKB, 


-^'^^^  '^  ic^arirc.  5s  tuLci  innst  him.]  He  has  no  clafan 
sjs^  :ir:  :f  i  efucrvt  vfaich  lie  knew  to  be  illegal. 
'Pirt?.  R— Li  >  >rf  T.  JZiidI  >  ,  the  Court  hdd  the  replica- 
tini  F:«n£.  il-iiiai^  &e  pin  sought  to  aroid  the  contract  on 
Tie  rniC'i  rf  f:a=iL*  That  was  on  general  demurrer.— 
B-r:  i:  =aT  r-s  iidteed  whether  a  bill  giren  for  a  gaming 
tn2:sac!:i«:ii  ^  ^cc  f^  rosd  in  the  hands  of  an  indorsee 
It  ^BEbr  WM  90  hefive  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  41 
Binrjfr  t.  RempC:^  i  ,  £dk«rd!»  t.  Dick  {c)  :  and  Ixm 
^}c»;»fr.  C.  B..  in  Edrnmub  t.  Groves,  expresses  a  donb 
er  r::ir  scaSate  had  the  diect  intended.  IRolfe,  B.- 
Kts  ^*^T^;  the  instroment  Toid  are  repealec 


eontn,  was  stopped  br  the  Conrt. 


Lord  ASIN6ZX.  C.  B. — We  think  that  this  case  ia  go- 
Teraed  br  /mmt  t.  FmFrmr.  The  plea  consists  entirely  of 
s:iaT?er  cf  exfoae  br  this  defendant  as  against  this  plaintiff. 
The  pbintifl  being  a  holder  for  ralne^  is  prim&  fiude  eoti- 
t>d  to  recover  upon  the  bill^  even  where  there  has  been 
wimt  \s£  consideration^  or  iDegalitr,  between  the  origiDsl 
parties  to  it. 

Pa  EKE,  B. — I  am  also  c^  opinion  that  this  case  iz 
governed  bj  Ismme  t.  Fanwr,  As  between  these  parties 
the  bill  is  not  roid  for  the  iUegalitr^  but  the  defena 
amounts  to  mere  matter  of  excuse  for  the  non-performanoi 
of  the  contract  br  indorsement,  to  pay  it  to  this  plaintiff. 

GraxEY,  B.,  and  Roirs,  B.,  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


(a)  2  C,  M.  &  R.  360.  (6)  2  Stra.  1155.        (c)  4  B.  &  Aid.  212: 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1841. 

Windsor  v,  Herbert. 

A  Jan.  20. 

SSUMPSrr  for  work  and  labour  as  an  attorney  and  itUnotneces- 

|.   ..  sary  that  an  at- 

■WlCltOr.  torney  plaintiff 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  ij'^^jdbm  o7* 
aocming  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men-  costs  a  month 

,  before  action 

tKmed,  was  an  attorney  of  the  said  Court  here,  and  that  brought,  where 

the  said  sum  of  money,  &c.  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  hu  been^adu 

due  for  work,  and  materials  for  the  same  provided,  and  for  ™j^^®*  IftcVthe 

fees  in  respect  thereof,  and  for  money  theretofore  paid  by  wu  became 

-        _   .    ^^         ,  mi0*ttt*i  •  1    ^"®»  ^^^  before 

the  plaintin,  as  the  attorney  of  and  for  the  defendant,  m  and  the  commence- 
about  certain  proceedings  at  law,  to  wit,  in  the  said  Court  j?^^*  ®^^^*  **^' 
here,  which  had  been  commenced  and  prosecuted  against 
the  defendant,  and  wherein  the  plaintiff  acted  as  the  at« 
torney  of  and  for  the  defendant :  And  the  defendant  fur- 
ther says,  that  although  the  plaintiff  did,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  June, 
1840,  deliver  to  the  defendant  a  bill  of  the  plaintiff's  fees, 
chaises,  and  disbursements  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said 
work  and  materials,  fees,  and  money,  so  done,  provided, 
and  paid  as  aforesaid,  subscribed  with  the  proper  hand  of 
the  plaintiff,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  yet  a  month  from  such  delivery  had  not 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  expired ;  and  the 
defendant  farther  says,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  at  any 
other  time  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  deliver 
unto  the  defendant,  or  leave  for  him  at  his  dwelling-house 
or  last  place  of  abode,  any  other  bill  of  the  plaintiff's  fees, 
dunces,  and  disbursements,  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  or  any 
pert  of  them,  subscribed  with  the  proper  hand  of  the 
^aintiff,  according  to  the  statute,  &c. — ^Verification. 

Beplication,  that  after  the  accruing  of  the  said  causes  of 
aetion,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  &C.,  the  defendant  was  duly  admitted  and  inroUed  an 
attorney  of  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  before  the 
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r  Phoi,  Queen  herself^  and  that  the  defendant^  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this  snit^  was^  and  stiU  is, 
such  attorney. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  aver, 
ment  in  the  replication  is  immaterial  and  impertinent,  and 
does  not  amount  to  an  avoidance  of  the  matter  alleged  in 
the  plea,  and  admitted  by  the  replication :  that  the  repli* 
cation  does  not  aver,  that  at  the  time  of  the  aocming  of 
the  said  causes  of  action  to  which  the  plea  is  pleaded,  tlie 
defendant  had  been  duly  admitted  and  inrolled  an  afe^ 
torney  of  any  court :  that  it  does  not  shew  that  the  busr 
ness  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant  was  agency 
business  by  the  plaintiff  as  an  attorney,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant was  then  an  attorney :  and  that  it  does  not  aver 
that  a  month,  from  the  delivery  of  the  biU  mentioned  in  the 
plea,  had  expired  before  the  defendant  was  admitted  and 
inrolled  an  attorney  as  in  the  said  replication  mentioned, 
&c. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

TV.  H.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  stat 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23,  is  general  in  its  terms,  and  apphes 
to  all  persons  to  be  charged  by  the  bill,  whether  attomies 
or  not.  Then  the  stat.  12  Oeo.  2,  c.  13,  s.  6,  limits  it  to 
some  extent ;  providing  that  the  former  statute  shall  not 
extend  '^  to  any  bill  of  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements 
due  from  any  attorney  or  solicitor  to  any  other  attorney 
or  solicitor;  but  every  such  attorney,  &c.  may  use  such 
remedies  for  the  recovery  of  his  fees,  &c.  against  such 
other  attorney  or  solicitor,  as  he  might  have  done  before 
the  passing  of  the  said  act.''  The  object  of  this  enactment 
clearly  was  to  protect  non-professional  persons,  who  were 
so  when  the  bill  was  contracted ;  supposing  an  attorney  to 
be  sufficiently  cognizant  of  the  course  of  business  to  pro- 
tect himself.  But  is  it  not  preposterous  to  say,  that  be- 
cause the  party  is  admitted  an  attorney  after  he  has  become 
Indebted  for  fees,  but  within  the  month  after  the  delivery 
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of  the  bill^  lie  is  not  to  be  allowed  to  have  the  bill  taxed  ?  E*eh,  of  PUat, 
If  80,  the  only  mode  of  trying  the  charges  will  be  before    ^   ^      ^ 
the  jury.     The  Court  have  no  authority  to  direct  the  tax-      Windsor 
ation  of  an  agency  bill:  Waymouth  v.  Knipe  {a).    Where      Herbert. 
the  party  is  an  attorney  at  the  time  the  business  is  done^ 
the  legislature  supposes  him  cognizant  of  the  terms  on 
which  it  is  done^  so  that  there  is  no  dispute  about  them : 
bat  that  does  not  apply  to  a  party  who  afterwards  becomes 
an  attorney.    [Rolfe,  B. — When  the  action  is  brought^  the 
defendant  does  understand  the  terms.]     The  case  of  Ford 
V.  Maxwell  {b)  is  undoubtedly  a  decision  against  the  de- 
fendant^ but  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  was  well  de- 
cided^ and  it  does  not  appear  to  be  warranted  by  the 
tenns  of  the  statute.    IParke,  B. — ^As  soon  as  the  defend- 
ant was  made  an  attorney^  the  bill  became  due  from  one 
attorney  to  another.] 

Lu^,  contri^,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B. — I  think  the  case  is  within  the 
words  of  the  statute.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  have 
already  construed  it  so,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should 
construe  it  differently. 

Parks,  B. — It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  point  has  been 
already  considered,  and  that  the  statute  has  been  con- 
strued to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  person  who  becomes  an 
attorney  after  the  business  is  done.  The  defendant  knows 
well  enough  what  he  has  to  pay  upon  the  bill :  it  is  not 
the  case  of  an  inexperienced  person. 

Gurney,  B.,  and  Bolve,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  387;  3  Scott,  764.  {b)  2  H.  Bl.  589. 
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Exek.  ofPleaSf 
1841. 

^'— "^'^■"^  Parbebt  V,  Newnham, 

j^^  20.  Newnham  v.  Paebeby. 

The  Court  has    1 HESE  CBuses  wcTc  referred  to  arbitration  under  an 

power,  under 

the  Stat  3  &  4  Order  of  Tindal,  C.  J.^  (which  was  afterwards  made  a  rule 
■.39,  to  enlarge  of  Court),  '^  SO  Bs  the  arbitrator  should  make  and  publiak 
the  time  for  an  j^jg  award  in  Writing,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties, 
make  his  award,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  if  they  should  require  the  same, 

where  the  arbi~ 

trator,  having  ou  or  before  the  27th  day  of  May,  1840,  or  on  or  before 
h^aii^ed  the  ^^^h  furthcr  or  ulterior  day  as  the  arbitrator  should  from 
time  ihnired  by  time  to  time  appoint,  and  signify  in  writing  under  Li. 

the  submission  '^'^         ^  *»       /  o 

for  making  the  hand  on  the  Said  order/'  The  arbitrator  proceeded  witk 
wTthout^doing"^  the  reference,  and  held  several  meetings ;  but  before  tlie 
'^*  cases  were  brought  to  a  conclusion,  the  time  limited  in 

the  order  of  reference  had  expired,  without  the  arbitrator's 
having  made  any  indorsement  on  the  order  enlarging  it 
No  application  was  made  to  him  by  either  of  the  parties  to 
enlarge  the  time;  but  when  he  was  about  to  make  his 
award,  the  plaintiff  objected  that  his  authority  was  at  an 
end.  It  appeared  also,  that,  after  the  time  had  expired, 
the  defendant's  attorney  informed  the  plaintiTs  attorney 
of  the  circumstance,  when  the  latter  answered—'*  Very 
well,  I  suppose  the  time  can  be  enlarged  by  a  Judge's 
order:''  and  both  parties  afterwards  attended  meetings 
before  the  arbitrator. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Gaselee,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  time  for  making  the  award  should  not 
be  enlarged  until  the  first  day  of  Hilary  Term.  In  the 
same  term. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Macaulay  shewed  cause. — ^The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  the 
Court  have  power  to  enlarge  the  time  for  making  the 
award,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  39,  which 
enacts,  '^  that  the  power  and  authority  of  any  arbitrator 
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or  umpire  appointed  by  or  in  pursuance  of  any  role  of  Exch.  rf  puat, 
Court  or  Judge's  order,  or  order  of  Nisi  Prius,  in  any     ^   ^^^'   . 
action  now  brought  or  which  shall  hereafter  be  brought,      Pa&bery 

mm 

ke.,  shall  not  be  revocable  by  any  party  to  such  reference,  KBWNBAif. 
without  the  leave  of  the  Court  by  which  such  rule  or  order 
■hall  be  made,  or  which  shall  be  mentioned  in  such  sub- 
ndasion,  or  by  leave  of  a  Judge:  and  the  arbitrator  or 
umpire  shall  and  may  and  is  hereby  required  to  proceed 
with  the  reference  notwithstanding  any  such  revocation, 
and  to  make  such  award,  although  the  person  making  such 
xevocation  shall  not  afterwards  attend  the  reference ;  and 
llie  Court,  or  any  Judge  thereof,  may  from  time  to  time  en- 
large the  term  for  any  mch  arbitrator  making  his  award/' 
That  enactment  appears  to  give  the  Court  power  only  in 
cases  where  there  has  been  an  attempt  to  revoke  the  submis- 
non«  Its  object  was,  that  if  the  arbitrator  were  disposed 
to  assist  either  party  by  not  making  his  award,  he  should 
not  have  power  to  do  so,  but  should  be  compellable  to 
proceed.  The  words  "  such  arbitrator''  mean  the  arbitra- 
tor who  has  been  required  to  proceed  with  the  reference 
notwithstanding  the  revocation.  In  Burky  v.  Stq}h€n8{a), 
this  Court  intimated  an  opinion  that  the  statute  was  not 
•0  restricted,  but  extended  to  all  cases  of  arbitration  fall- 
ing within  the  commencing  words  of  the  clause :  but  the 
observation  of  the  Court  in  that  respect  was  not  necessary 
to  the  decision  of  the  case.  In  a  subsequent  case  of  Doe 
d.  Jonei  V.  Powell  (b),  Patteson,  J.,  expressed  a  contrary 
opinion.  His  Lordship,  referring  to  the  clause  which  gives 
the  Court  power  to  enlarge  the  time,  says,  "  That  means 
rather  that  the  Court  may  enlarge  the  time,  where  no 
power  is  given  to  the  arbitrator  to  do  so ;  if  there  is  such 
a  power,  it  is  for  him  to  do  it  ^  but  I  doubt  if  the  Court 
would  do  it  in  a  case  where  the  parties,  or  the  arbitrator, 
will  not  consent  to  proceed  with  the  reference."  [Parke,  B, 
-«-He   does  not  express  any  opinion  that  the  clause  is 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  156,  (6)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  539, 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  not  general^  or  that  it  is  confined  to  cases  in  whicli  tbe 
^   ^^^'  .     parties  have  attempted  to  revoke  the  submission.]     The 
Parbery      learned'  Judge  thought  that  where  power  is  given  to  the 
Newnham.     arbitrator  to  enlarge  the  time,  and  he  fails  to  do  so,  the 
Court  had  no  power  to  do  it  in  his  stead.     In  Potter  v. 
Newman  {a),  it  was  undoubtedly  decided  that  the  clause 
was  not  so  limited  as  has  been  suggested.     But  this  case 
goes  much  further :  because  here  the  time  is  already  ex- 
tinct ;  and  it  is  a  misapplication  of  language  to  speak  of 
enlarging  it.     If  the  Court  should  now  interfere,  it  is 
granting  a  new  term :  they  cannot  enlarge  that  which  is 
altogether  gone.    This  is  in  effect  asking  the  Court  to 
make  a  new  submission. 

Cresswell  and  Gaselee,  Seijts.,  contra. — The  Court  have 
now  power,  under  the  statute,  to  enlarge  the  time  for 
making  the  award.  It  is  conceded  that  they  would  have 
authority  to  do  so,  if  there  had  been  an  attempt  at  revo- 
cation by  one  party ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  an  equal 
power  should  not  exist,  when  both  parties  have  been  will- 
ing to  proceed.  Burley  v.  Stephens  and  Potter  v.  Newman 
are  sufiBcient  authorities  to  shew  that  the  clause  in  ques- 
tion applies  to  all  cases  where  the  parties  have  agreed  to 
submit  themselves  to  the  Court.  But  it  is  said  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Court  cannot  be  applied,  where  the  time  origin- 
ally limited  has  already  expired.  But  an  order  of  reference 
does  not  become  a  nullity  by  the  time  Umited  for  mak- 
ing the  award  having  been  allowed  to  expire :  HaU  v. 
Rouse  {b).  There,  by  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius,  a  verdict 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  reference.  The 
plaintiff's  attorney  neglected  to  deliver  the  order  of  refer- 
ence to  the  arbitrator  until  after  the  time  for  making  the 
award  had  expired,  and  on  the  parties  afterwards  meeting 
before  the  arbitrator,  the  defendant  refused  to  proceed 

(a)  2  C,  M.  &  R,  742.  (6)  4  M.  &  W.  24. 
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ynth  the  reference ;    whereupon   the   plaintiff,  without  Exek.  of  Pigat, 
making  any  application  to  the  Court,  took  the  cause  down    .   ^      . 
again  to  trial,  and  again  obtained  a  verdict.    The  Court      Parbery 

mm 

held,  that  this  latter  trial  and  verdict  were  irregular,  the  Newnham. 
first  verdict  not  having  been  in  any  way  got  rid  of.  In 
that  case  Parke,  B.,  says — "  Now,  although  the  time  have 
expired,  it  may  be  enlarged  on  application  to  the  Court 
under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  39;  and  if  you  can  go 
on  with  the  reference,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  verdict 
can  be  got  rid  of  imless  by  the  plaintiff's  consent,  or  by 
some  waiver.^'  If  any  other  construction  were  adopted, 
the  statute  would  virtually  be  rendered  nugatory.  It  was 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  reference 
should  not  be  rendered  unavailable  by  any  such  accidental 
omission  as  this.  The  word  "  enlarge'^  may  well  be  con* 
stmed  "  extend.^'  Besides,  the  Court  have  power  "  firom 
time  to  time''  to  enlarge  the  term :  that  cannot,  in  strict- 
ness, apply  to  an  enlargement  of  the  original  term  only. 
The  time  for  a  sheriff's  returning  a  writ  is  often  enlarged^ 
after  the  original  time  has  expired.  [Parke,  B. — It  would 
be  seldom  that  a  case  could  be  made  out  for  enlargement, 
if  it  must  be  done  before  the  time  has  expired :  it  is  not 
until  it  is  just  expiring  that  you  can  see  symptoms  of  its 
not  being  about  to  be  enlarged  by  the  arbitrator;  and  you 
may  not  be  able,  at  all  events,  to  get  the  rule  absolute  in 
time] .  Nor,  indeed,  can  the  parties  know  that  the  arbi- 
trator has  not  enlarged  it.  \Parke,  B. — You  have  still  to 
contend  with  the  judgment  of  my  Brother  Paiteson,  that 
the  act  does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  arbitrator  has 
power  to  enlarge  the  time  if  he  thinks  fit.]  Surely  the 
purpose  of  the  act  is  to  compel  the  arbitrator  to  go  on ; 
and  to  put  the  Court,  whenever  it  becomes  necessary,  in 
the  same  situation  as  the  parties  themselves  intended  to 
put  the  arbitrator. 

But  further,  the  facts,  as  disclosed  on  the  affidavits, 
amounted  in  effect  to  a  consent  to  enlarge  the  time.    The 
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Exek.  of  PUtUf  plaintiff^s  attorney^  when  made  aware  of  the  diflBcoIty^  said, 

that  an  application  might  be  made  to  the  Court  j  and  he 
went  on  subsequently  with  the  reference.  There  waa,  in 
substance^  an  enlargement  of  the  time  by  consent  of  the 
parties :  HaUett  y.  HaUett  (a). 

Cur.  ady.  vult 


Parbert 

V. 

Newnham. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  (Jan.  20)  deli- 
vered by 

Lord  Abingeb^  C.  B.^  who  said : — The  Court  haye  con- 
sidered this  case^  and  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  have  still  the  power^  under  the  act  of  Parliament^  to 
enlarge  the  time  for  making  the  award;  and  we  have 
accordingly  given  directions  to  the  officer  that  a  role 
shall  be  drawn  up  for  enlarging  the  time  until  the  first 
day  of  Easter  Term;  the  time  mentioned  in  this  role 
having  expired  while  the  case  has  been  under  the  conai- 
sideration  of  the  Court. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(fl)  5  M.  At  W.  25. 


Jan,  20. 


Dos  d.  BicHABD  RoBEBTs  t;.  John  Robebts  and  Others. 

A  tcsutor,  af-  X  HIS  wBs  an  action  of  ejectment^  brought  to  recover  the 
that  aTihisdebu  posscssion  of  a  farm  called  Tyddjmsion,  in  the  parish  of  Abe- 
and  ftinerai  ex-  jeirch,  in  the  county  of  Carnarvon ;  and  issue  havins  been 

penses  should  '  ^  '  ^ 

be  paid  by  his    joined,  by  the  consent  of  the  attorneys  and  parties  on  both 

executors  there-     .-  ,,  tj»  j  a.i.       r  ^^       ' 

inafter  named,  sidcs,  and  by  B  Judge  s  Order,  the  following  case  was 
f  ^^itJh/*     stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  :— 

frrm,  without 

words  of  limitation,  and  other  farmato  B.,  C,  and  D.,  respectitely,  in  the  sametenni;  and  ap- 
pointed A.  and  B.  Joint  executors  and  retiduarjf  legateti  of  his  will: — Heid,  Uiat  A.  took  a  life 
estate  only  in  the  Iknn  detised  to  her. 
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Robert  Roberts,  the  testator  hereinafter  named,  being  Bxeh.  of  pieoi, 


seised  in  fee  of  the  hereditaments  and  premises  herein- 
before mentioned^  on  the  23rd  day  of  September,  1805, 
dolj  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  executed  and  attested  so  as  to  pass  real  estates^ 
as  follows : — 

^  In  the  name  of  God,  amen.  I,  Robert  Roberts,  of 
&c.,  do  make,  publish,  and  declare  this  as  and  for  my 
last  wiU  and  testament,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to 
say :  In  the  first  place,  I  will  and  direct  that  all  my  just 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  be  fuUy  paid  by  my  executors 
hereinafter  named.  [The  will  then  bequeathed  several 
pecomary  and  specific  legacies,  and  proceeded  thus.]  I 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Morris  Roberts, 
the  fiurm  commonly  ealled  and  known  by  the  name  of 
New  York,  in  the  parish  of  Llangian,  and  also  the  sum 
of  d£30,  and  also  four  ounces  {a)  of  the  sloop  or  vessel 
ealled  the  Cambria,  whereof  John  Roberts  is  the  cap- 
tain. I  give,  derise,  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Robert 
Roberts,  the  farm  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name 
of  Tyn-y-£^on,  in  the  parish  of  Llangian,  and  also  the 
sum  of  £80,  and  also  four  ounces  of  the  said  sloop  or  ves- 
sel called  the  Cambria.  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to 
my  son  William  Roberts,  the  farm  commonly  called  and 
known  by  the  name  of  Dynfre,  in  the  parish  of  Aberda- 
lon.  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter  Eliza- 
beth Roberts,  the  farm  commonly  called  and  known  by  the 
name  al  Tyddynsion,  in  the  parish  of  Abereirch.  [The 
will  then  contained  further  bequests  of  pecuniary  legacies, 
and  concluded  thus :]  And  I  do  hereby  nominate,  consti- 
tute, and  appoint  my  son  WiUiam  Roberts,  and  my 
daughter  Elizabeth  Roberts,  joint  executors  and  residuary 
legatees  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament,^'  &;c. 

The   testator's   said   daughter  Elizabeth   Roberts,   to 

(a)  That  is,  ^h  shares. 


1841. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  whom  the  Said  tenement  called  Tyddjmsion  was  devised  in 
^^^'  .  the  manner  in  the  said  will  mentioned,  died  in  January, 
1834,  leaving  a  hnsband  and  several  children  her  surviv- 
ing, and  having  received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
premises,  under  the  said  devise,  until  her  death.  The 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  of 
the  said  Robert  Roberts  the  testator.  The  defendants  are 
the  occupying  tenants  of  the  said  premises. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  said  testator,  by  his  will,  disposed  of  the  fee-simple 
and  inheritance  in  the  said  tenement  called  Tyddynsion, 
or  of  an  estate  for  life  only,  to  his  daughter  the   said 
Elizabeth  Roberts.     If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  fee-simple  estate  of  the  testator  passed  either  by  the 
specific  devise  to  his  daughter,  the  said  Elizabeth  Roberts, 
or  by  the  residuary  clause,  coupled  with  the  charge  on  the 
executors  to  pay  the  testator's  debts,  or  otherwise  by  the 
said  will,  judgment  of  nolle  prosequi  shall  be   entered 
against  the  plaintiff:  but  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  tenement  called  Tyd- 
dynsion, expectant  on  the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth 
Roberts,  was  undispo9ed  of  by  the  said  will,  then  judg- 
ment shaU  be  entered  against  the  defendants  by  confession, 
for  1^.  damages. 

R,  V.  Richards^  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. — ^The 
question  is,  whether  Elizabeth  Roberts,  under  this  wiU, 
took  an  estate  in  fee,  or  for  life  only,  in  the  farm  called 
Tyddynsion.  There  are  no  words  in  the  will  to  pass  the 
estate  in  fee.  It  is  clear  that  it  did  not  pass  by  the  spe- 
cific devise,  which  has  no  words  of  limitation.  The 
direction  to  the  executors  to  pay  debts  and  funeral  ex- 
penses, being  no  more  than  the  law  itself  would  imply, 
will  not  enlarge  the  estate  into  a  fee.  If,  indeed,  the  de- 
vise had  been  to  Elizabeth  Roberts,  ''  she  paying  the  debts 
and  funeral  expenses,^'  so  that  they  were  a  charge  on  her 
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88  devisee^  the  case  would  be  different.  And  the  clause  Eteh.  of  puas, 
whereby  she  is  appointed  an  executor  and  residuary 
legatee,  carries  the  case  no  further.  The  last  words  are 
fully  satisfied  by  applying  them  to  personal  property^  of 
which  it  appears  by  the  will  that  the  testator  died  pos- 
sessed. 

WeUby,  for  the  defendants. — It  must  be  admitted^  that 
by  the  devise  of  Tyddynsion  itself  a  life  estate  only  would 
pass,  the  word  ''farm^^  being  obviously  descriptive  only 
of  the  local  character  of  the  property.  But  it  is  submit- 
ted that  the  charge  on  the  executors,  coupled  with  the 
residuary  clause,  sufficiently  shew,  that  in  order  to  effec- 
tuate the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  a  fee  must  be 
held  to  have  passed  to  Elizabeth  Boberts.  In  the  con- 
struction of  wills,  the  precise  order  of  the  clauses*will  be 
disr^arded,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  pervad- 
ing the  whole.  Here  it  seems  clear  that  the  testator 
meant  to  dispose  of  all  his  property,  as  well  real  as  perso- 
nal. The  will  may  therefore  be  read  as  if  it  ran  thus : — "  I 
appoint  William  Boberts  and  Elizabeth  Boberts  my  execu- 
tors and  residuary  legatees;  and  direct  that  all  my  debts  and 
funeral  expenses  be  paid  by  them/'  That  is  equivalent  to 
a  charge  on  them  in  their  joint  character  of  executors  and 
residuary  legatees.  The  word  'legatee''  will  be  applied, 
where  it  is  necessary  to  the  reasonable  construction  of  the 
will,  to  mean  a  devisee  of  real  estate  (a).  There  are  seve- 
ral cases  like  the  present,  although  not  express  authorities 
for  the  defendants.  In  Doe  d.  fVUley  v.  Holmes  (&),  the 
testator  devised  his  house  and  furniture  to  A.,  whom  he 
made  executrix,  she  paying  aU  his  debts  and  legacies :  and 
it  was  held  that  A.  took  a  fee  in  the  realty.  In  Pitman  v. 
Stevens  (c),  the  words  of  the  will  were — "  I  give  and  be* 

(a)  Hardaere  v.  Nathy  5  T.  R.  (h)  8  T.  R.  1. 

716;  Pitman  v.  Stevem,  15  East,  (c)  15  East,  505. 

605. 

VOL.  VII.  D  D  M.  W. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  queath  all  tliat  I  shall  die  possessed  of^  real  and  personal^ 

of  what  nature  and  kind  soever^  after  my  just  debts  are 
paid.  I  appoint  P.  my  residuary  legatee  and  executor/^ 
The  will  expressed  also  the  testator's  desire  that  P.^  ''  his 
legatee  and  executor/'  should  be  kind  to  another  relation^ 
and  do  something  handsome  for  him  at  his  death.  It  was 
held  that  P.  took  an  estate  in  fee  in  the  real  estate  of  the 
testator.  In  Doe  d.  Penwarden  y.  Gilbert  {a),  the  will  com- 
menced thus : — ''As  for  my  temporal  estate  and  effects,  I 
give  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  manner  following."  The 
will  then  bequeathed  a  pecuniary  legacy,  and  devised 
a  particular  estate  to  J.  G.,  without  words  of  limitation; 
and  then  proceeded — "  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my 
goods  and  chattels,  personal  and  testamentary  effects 
whatsoever,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  said  J.  G.,  whom 
I  make  sole  executor  of  this  my  will.''  It  was  held  that, 
by  force  of  the  latter  clause,  J.  G.  took  a  fee  in  the 
estate  specifically  devised  to  him. — Doe  d.  Knott  v.  Law^ 
ton  (b)  was  also  cited. 

Richards,  in  reply,  distinguished  the  cases  dted,  on 
the  ground  that  in  Doe  v.  Holmes  there  was  an  express 
charge  on  the  devisee  as  such;  and  that  in  Pitman y. 
Stevens  and  Doe  v.  Gilbert,  the  testator  in  terms  ex- 
pressed his  intention  of  disposing  of  all  his  estate,  both 
real  and  personal.  Doe  v.  Lawton  proceeded  on  the  effect 
of  the  word  estate.  Here  there  was  no  charge  on  the 
devisee  in  that  capacity,  and  nothing  to  shew  that  the 
testator  meant  the  residuary  clause  to  be  applicable  to 
real  estate. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  have  little  doubt  that  the  tes- 
tator thought  he  had  given  a  fee  by  each  of  the  several 
devises  contained  in  his  will:  if  so,  he  could  not  intend  to 

(a)  3  Brod.  &  B.  85.  (b)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  455;  6  Scott,  803. 
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^▼e  the  fee  by  the  residuary  clause.    And  upon  the  whole  Steh,  of  PUa$, 

wHl  taken  together,  I  do  not  think  we  can  infer  that  he     v^if^ 

intended  to  devise  the  fee  by  the  residuary  clause.    The 

nses  cited  for  the  defendants  have  been  sufficiently  distin- 

piished  by  Mr.  Richards.    There  is  another  case,  of  Dae 

cL  Ashby  V.  Baines  (a),  which  has  not  been  cited,  that  is 

very  like  the  present,  and  bears  strongly  in  favour  of  the 

lessor  of  the  plaintiff.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 

the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Pabkb,  B. — Unless  we  can  see,  upon  a  reasonable  con- 
itmction  of  the  words  of  the  will,  enough  to  take  away 
the  estate  from  the  heir  at  law,  it  must  remain  in  him. 
It  is  very  properly  conceded,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
that  the  devising  clause  itself  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  the 
Eee;  but  reliance  is  placed,  first,  upon  the  charge  of  debts 
snd  funeral  expenses ;  but  that  is  only  what  the  law  would 
iniply  without  any  such  words.  Then  the  only  other 
words  relied  upon  are  the  concluding  words  of  the  will, 
by  which  the  testator  appoints  William  and  Elizabeth  Ro* 
berts  joint  executors  and  residuary  legatees  of  his  will. 
These  are  words  confessedly  applying,  in  their  ordinary 
sense,  to  personalty  only ;  and  I  think  there  is  nothing 
in  this  will  to  apply  them  more  largely.  In  Pitman  v. 
Stevens,  the  words  were  much  stronger :  the  will  began  by 
expressing  the  testator's  intention  to  dispose  of  "  all  that 
he  should  die  possessed  of,  real  and  personal,  of  what 
nature  and  kind  soever,^'  and  those  words  were  immedi* 
ately  followed  by  the  appointment  of  Captain  Preston  as 
residuary  legatee  and  executor.  The  whole  will,  taken 
together,  clearly  shewed  that  the  testator  meant  him  to  be 
residuary  devisee  of  all  he  died  possessed  of.  In  Doe  v. 
Gilbert,  again,  the  testator  first  disposed  of  ''  all  his  tem- 
poral estate  and  eff^ts,''  and  then  appointed  the  defend- 

(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  23. 

D  d2 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  ant  sole  executor  and  residuary  legatee.  The  words 
^^^'  .  "  temporal  estate/'  being  sufficient  to  include  his  real 
estate^  were  coupled  with  the  residuary  clause^  and  clearly 
evinced  his  intention  to  make  the  defendant  residuary  le- 
gatee of  all  his  real  estate.  The  case  last  cited.  Doe  d.  Knott 
Y.Lawton,  is  no  authority  for  the  defendants.  On  the 
whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  residuary  clause  appUes 
to  personalty  only,  and  that  the  heir  at  law  is  not  disin- 
herited. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  doubt  tlie 
real  intention  of  the  testator  was  that  which  has  been  sug« 
gested  by  my  Lord.  But  as  the  words  of  the  devise  them- 
selves do  not  carry  more  than  a  life  estate,  the  question  is, 
are  there  any  other  words  in  the  will  which  have  that  eflfect? 
Now  the  first  clause,  directing  the  payment  by  the  execu- 
tors of  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  is  nothing  more  than 
the  law  would  imply :  they  are  not  charges  of  that  descrip- 
tion which  have  been  held  to  give  a  fee,  on  the  ground  that 
otherwise  the  executors  would  be  unable  to  pay  them. 
And  I  think  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  concluding  clause  is 
not  sufficient  to  give  an  estate  in  fee  to  Elizabeth  Roberts. 
The  testator  never  could  intend  to  give  separate  life-estates 
to  his  two  children,  and  then  to  make  them  Joint  residuary 
legatees  of  his  estates  in  fee. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


\ 
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JE*eh.  of  Pleas, 
1841. 

SCH LETTER  V.  CoHEN. 

OJan,  20. 
GLE  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  an  order  of  Where  an  order 

RofflBj  B.y  for  the  issuing  of  a  capias  against  the  defendant^  a  capias  under 

under  the  1  &2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3,  should  not  be  rescinded.  ^**f ,1*^^^ 

'         '  c.  110,  s.  S,  be- 

One  of  his  objections  was,  that  the  affidavit  on  which  the  ^^re  the  suing 

out  of  the  writ 

order  was  obtained,  (which  was  sworn  before  the  suing  out  of  summons, 
of  the  writ  of  summons),  was  not  entitled  in  the  cause :  ^hich  itlTap- 
and  he  stated  that  it  had  been  ruled  by  several  of  the  p***^  ^""^  "f f^^ 

■'  not  be  entitled 

judges  at  chambers  that  this  was  an  irregularity.  in  the  cause. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — That  is  no  objection.  There 
was  some  little  doubt  on  the  matter  at  first,  because  of  the 
word  ''plaintiff*'  in  the  statute;  but  the  point  came  under 
the  consideration  of  the  Judges,  and  they  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  ought  to  have  the  same  meaning  as  in 
the  stat.  12  Geo.  1,  c.  29,  where  the  same  word  is  used  to 
signify  a  party  who  intends  to  become  plaintiff,  and  with 
that  view  makes  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail. 


Parke,  B. — If  this  objection  be  a  good  one,  I  have 
made  hundreds  of  orders  that  are  erroneous.  It  is  other- 
wise where  a  writ  has  been  issued,  because  then  there  is  a 
cause  in  Court ;  but  when  no  writ  has  yet  been  sued  out, 
the  affidavit  need  not  be  entitled  in  the  cause ;  and  it  is 
quite  clear  that  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  under  the  sta- 
tute may  be  made  before  a  writ  is  sued  out.  The  con- 
trary doctrine  would  be  attended  with  much  inconvenience: 
parties  i^siding  at  a  distance  could  hardly  ever  arrest  the 
defendant,  because  they  must  first  send  up  to  London  to 
sue  out  the  writ,  and  then  entitle  and  swear  the  affidavit. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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£geh,  tif  PUoif 
184L 

In  the  matter  of  the  Estate  and  Effects  of  Philip  Coales^ 

deceased. 
Jan.  22.       j 
A.,  a  British      JLn  this  casc  the  usual  order  had  been  obtained  under  the 

diedln  Eng-"  stat.  42  Gco.  3,  c.  99,  8.  2,  Calling  upon  the  executors  of 
wTu '  "d'died  hi  ^^^^  Dynclcy,  deceased,  who  was  the  surviving  executor 
England,  and     of  Philip  Coalcs,  dcccascd,  to  shew  cause  why  they  should 

by  hw  will  dis-  /.      ••       t  •  i  <• 

poied  of  certain  not  deliver  an  account  of  the  legacies  and  property  ox 

n^tM^Tthe       *^®  ®^^  Philip  Coales,  and  pay  the  legacy  duties. 

East  India  AflBdavits  Were  filed  in   opposition  to  the  rule,  which 

Company,  is-  *  *^ 

■uedatCaicutta,  stated,  that  the  said  Philip  Ck)ales,  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
of  which  was  ccasc,  was  posscsscd  of  certain  notes  called  government 
u^dtt^Uun  ^otes  of  the  East  India  Company,  issued  by  the  directors 
probate;  and     ^it  their  public  treasury  at  Fort  William,  in  Bengal,  which 

appointed  an 

English  execu-  wcrc  purchascd  by  him  while  resident  in  the  East  Indies; 
cutor  executed  ^^^^  thcsc  uotcs  wcrc  not  redeemable  or  payable  by  the  East 
^oJ^r/to  s.Vn  ^^^'*  Company  until  in  or  after  the  year  1836;  and  that 
India,  who        the  amount  of  them,  when  so  payable,  could  not  have  been 

thereupon  ob-  ,  . 

tained  letters  of  received  by  the  said  John  Dyneley,  as  executor  of  the  said 
wiih"hVwiu"  Philip  Coales,  under  the  probate  granted  by  the  Preroga- 
Ind"^**  *d  *^^^  Court  of  Canterbury,  nor  without  his  going  himself 
which  he  re-     to  India,  and  procuring  a  probate  to  be  granted  by  the 

cetved  the  a*  

mount  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  at  Fort  William,  or  without 
miued'oihe'  ^^^^^^  of  administration  with  the  will  annexed  being 
executor  in        granted  by  that  Court.     That  in  the  year  1836,  letters  of 

England,  who  ..... 

paid  it  over  to  administration  within  the  province  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
^wrf*UiatTegaI  Supreme  Court,  to  be  administered  with  the  will  of  the 
payable  ^"  ^^^^  Philip  Coalcs  annexed,  were  granted  by  the  Supreme 
thereon.  Court  to  William  Speir,  of  Fort  William,  merchant,  (act- 

ing under  a  power  of  attorney  from  Mr.  Dyneley);  and  he, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  such  letters  of  administration, 
received  the  proceeds  of  the  said  government  notes  at  Fort 
William ;  and  that,  excepting  the  money  so  received  by 
him  as  such  administrator,  the  account  already  delivered 
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by  tlie  executor  contaiiied  a  foil  and  true  account  of  all  Exeh.  qf  PUatt 

the  legacies  and  property  to  be  administered  under  the     ^    ^  '  ^ 

will.     The  affidavit  stated  also^  that  an  account  had  sub*         in  re 

sequently  been  delivered  by  the  executors  to  the  commis* 

sioners,  under  protest,  of  all  the  property  of  the  deceased 

received  firom  India  (the  produce  of  the  notes),  and  that 

no  other  personal  estate  was  outstanding ;  but  that  they 

had  declined  paying  legacy  duty  thereon,  being  advised 

that  it  was  not  legally  chargeable.    The  deponent  also 

stated,  that  he  had  been  informed  and  verily  believed  that 

the  said  Philip  Coales  was  not  a  native  of  Great  Britain, 

nor  of  any  pkce  within  the  dominions  of  the  British 

crown. 

jR.  V,  Richards  shewed  cause. — The  question  is,  whether 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  these  affidavits,  that 
part  of  the  estate  of  Mr.  Coales,  which  was  at  the  time  of 
his  death  in  India,  and  was  not  recoverable  under  a  pro- 
bate from  the  Prerogative  Court  here,  is  liable  to  legacy 
duty.  This  application  is  made  under  the  stat.  86  Geo.  3, 
c.  82,  the  second  section  of  which  imposes  the  duty  on 
*'  every  legacy,  specific  or  pecuniary,  or  of  any  other  de- 
scription, of  the  amount  or  value  of  £20  or  more,  given 
by  any  will  or  testamentary  instrument  of  any  person 
who  shall  die  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  out  of  the  perso- 
nal estate  of  the  person  so  dying,^^  &c.  Then  the  7th  sec* 
tion  defines  what  shall  be  deemed  a  legacy,  viz. : — '*  every 
gift  by  any  will  or  testamentary  instrument,  which  shall, 
by  virtue  of  such  will  or  testamentary  instrument,  have 
effect  or  be  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  such  per- 
son so  dying,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which  such , 
person  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of,  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  a  legacy  within  the  meaning  of  this  act,  whe- 
ther the  same  shall  be  given  by  way  of  annuity  or  in  any 
other  form,''  &c.  &c.  This  act  has  of  late  years  received 
a  more  restricted  construction  than  formerly,  but  among 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  decided  cases  on  this  subject,  there  is  none  which 
^  ^^^'  ,  directly  bears  upon  the  facts  now  before  the  Court.  This 
In  re  is  the  casc  of  a  testator  who  was  not  a  native  of  Great 
Britain,  or  of  any  place  within  the  British  dominions. 
[Gumey,  B. — I  presmne  he  was  domiciled  in  England.] 
No  doubt  he  died  in  England ;  and  it  must  be  assumed, 
although  that  does  not  expressly  appear  upon  the  affida- 
vits, that  though  not  a  native  of  this  country,  he  was  do- 
miciled here.  But  although  that  was  so,  this  property  was 
so  situated  that  the  executor  in  England  had  no  power  or 
control  over  it  in  his  character  of  executor;  and  although 
Mr.  Speir,  having  received  it  as  administrator  in  India, 
remitted  it  to  the  executor  here,  that  was  altogether  unne- 
cessary; he  had  entire  control  and  dominion  over  the 
property,  and  might  have  remitted  it  directly  to  the  I^Sp 
tees :  and  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  money  having  been 
remitted  through  the  executor  here,  as  the  channel  of 
communication,  can  have  no  eflfect  on  the  liability  to 
legacy  duty. 

In  the  case  of  the  Attorney-General  v.  CockereU  {a), 
legacies  bequeathed  by  a  British  subject,  resident  in  the 
East  Indies,  out  of  his  personal  estate,  to  persons  living  in 
England,  were  held  to  be  liable  to  duty,  if  the  executor 
proved  the  will  in  England  and  paid  the  legacies  here,  not- 
withstanding the  testator  realized  and  possessed  his  pro- 
perty in  India,  resided  there,  made  his  will  there,  and  died 
there;  and  although  the  executors  were  in  India  at  the 
time  of  their  appointment,  and  the  will  was  originally 
proved  there.  That  case,  however,  with  others  of  the  same 
class  (&),  has  been  overruled ;  and  it  is  now  clear  that  in 
.  the  case  of  a  testator  dying  under  the  circumstances  men- 
tioned in  the  Attorney-General  v.  Cockerell,  although  the 
will  be  afterwards  proved  in  England,  legacy  duty  is  not 

(a)  1  Price,  165.  ton,  7  Price,  560;  Logan  v.  Fairlie, 

(6)  Attorney-General  v.  Beat-      2  Sim.  & Stu.  284. 
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payable:  Atiomey-General  v.  Jackson  (a),  Arnold  v.  Ar-  ExcJl  of  PUa 
nold{b).  In  that  case  the  Lord  Chancellor  says— ''The  -  ^^^'  - 
fiict  relied  upon  as  subjecting  the  legacies  to  the  duty,  ^"  '« 
is  that  the  property  was  remitted  from  India  to  Eng- 
land, and  administered  by  the  executors  in  this  countiy. 
This  was  an  unnecessary  proceeding;  it  may  be  said, 
indeed,  to  be  by  mere  accident  that  such  a  course  was 
adopted,  for  it  is  obvious  that,  the  executors  in  India 
having  paid  all  the  debts  in  India,  and  the  executors 
in  England  having  paid  all  the  debts  in  this  countiy, 
the  former  might,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  have 
avoided  the  question  by  remitting  the  legacies  direct 
to  each  legatee;  or,  instead  of  allowing  them  to  pass 
through  the  hands  of  the  personal  representatives  in 
this  country,  might  have  remitted  them  to  an  agent 
of  their  own,  with  directions  to  pay  over  the  money  to 
the  person  entitled/'  The  same  observations  apply  to 
the  present  case.  \^Parke,  B. — Here  Mr.  Speir  was  acting 
under  a  power  of  attorney  from  Mr.  Dyneley,  and  was 
merely  his  agent.]  There  was  nothing  to  have  compelled 
the  Court  to  grant  the  administration  to  the  party  named 
by  the  executor;  but  they  having  so  granted  it,  he  has  all 
the  duties  of  a  regular  administrator  personally  imposed 
upon  him.  It  is  an  absolute,  not  a  qualified,  grant  of  ad- 
ministration to  Mr.  Speir.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
in  Arnold  v.  Arnold  proceeds  upon  the  ground,  not  that 
the  testator  had  been  domiciled  in  India,  but  that  the  pro- 
perty was  in  India,  and  was  not  tangible  by  the  executor 
here  as  an  executor,  but  that  there  was  another  party  in 
India  who  had  the  absolute  control  over  the  property 
there,  and  over  whom  the  ecclesiastical  Courts  here  could 
have  no  jurisdiction.  His  Lordship  says : — *'  When  the 
act  speaks  of '  any  will  of  any  person,'  and  of  the  legacies 
being  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate,  it  must,  I  think, 

(a)  2  C.  &  J.  101 ;  8  Bligh,  15.  (b)  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  256. 


894  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh.  of  Pleat,  be  considered  as  speaking  of  persons,  and  wills,  and  iier- 
^  '  -  sonal  estates  in  this  country,  that  being  the  limit  of  the 
In  re  sphere  of  the  enactment.  It  is  clearly  not  applicable  to 
the  East  Indies :  it  is  applicable  to  this  conntiy.  If  there 
had  been  no  property  in  this  country,  it  would  not  haTe 
been  necessary  to  prove  the  will  here,  quoad  the  property 
in  India/'  In  that  case  the  testator  certainly  died  in 
India;  in  the  present  case,  not  being  a  native  of  this 
country,  he  died  here :  but  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  appears  to  proceed  independently  of  any  dis- 
tinction in  that  respect,  and  upon  the  ground  that  Uiis  ii 
property  over  which  the  executor  in  England  had  no  con- 
trol.  In  the  case  In  re  Ewin  (a),  where  a  testator,  domi- 
ciled in  England,  died  possessed  of  property  in  foreign 
funds  payable  abroad,  but  it  appeared  that  the  stock  had 
been  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  executor  in  Eng- 
land, and  he  had  dealt  with  and  transferred  the  dividends 
to  the  legatees,  the  duty  was  held  to  be  payable.  But 
there  the  executor  in  England  received  the  property  with- 
out proving  the  will  abroad,  and  had  the  means  of  con- 
trolling the  property  in  his  character  of  executor  here. 
Here  there  was  an  absence  of  all  power  in  the  executor  in 
England  to  deal  with  this  property,  which  was  altogether 
under  the  control  of  the  administrator  in  India.  Upon 
the  whole,  therefore,  it  is  submitted  that  legacy  duty  is 
not  payable  upon  the  proceeds  of  these  notes,  and  that  a 
sufficient  account  has  been  delivered  by  the  executors. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Waddington,  contra,  were 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  me,  that  upon  the  authority  of 
the  very  case  upon  which  Mr.  Richards  relies,  Mr.  Dyneley, 
as  the  executor,  is  liable  to  pay  this  legacy  duty :  because 

(c)  1  Cr.  &  J.  151;  1  Tyr.  92. 
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this  is  a  case,  not  merely  of  the  payment  of  the  legacy  by  an  Btck.  of  Pietut 
English  executor  in  England^  which,  according  to  the  case  >  v  -^ 
of  the  Attorney-General  v.  Beatson^  would  have  been  suffi-  coalm, 
dent  to  make  the  legacy  duty  payable.  That  authority  can- 
not certainly  be  considered  as  any  longer  binding,  after 
what  was  decided  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Arnold  v.  Ar- 
nold;  but  in  Arnold  y.  Arnold  it  appears  clearly  to  have  been 
the  Lord  Chancellor's  opinion,  that  if  the  testator  had  been 
such  a  person  as  is  described  in  the  act  of  Parliament,  the 
duty  would  have  been  payable ;  and  the  ground  upon  which 
it  was  held  not  to  be  payable  in  that  case  was,  that  the 
testator  was  not  domiciled  in  England,  but  in  India;  and 
that  the  will  of  the  testator  was  made  in  India.  Sut  in 
this  case,  not  only  is  the  legacy  payable  in  England  by  Mr. 
Dyneley,  but  the  will  is  the  will  of  a  British  subject ;  at 
least,  if  that  be  material,  we  ought  to  assume  it  to  be  so, 
inasmuch  as  the  contrary  has  not  been  proved:  at  all 
events,  it  is  the  will  of  a  person  domiciled  in  England ; 
and  according  to  the  case  of  In  re  Ewin,  a  person  so  domi- 
ciled fills  the  character  of  '*  a  person  "  described  in  the  act 
of  Parliament.  Therefore  we  have  in  this  case  all  that  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  seems  to 
think  necessary  in  order  to  make  the  duty  payable.  We 
have  first  the  fact  that  the  testator  was  a  British  subject, 
or  a  person  domiciled  in  England ;  and  next,  that  the  will 
was  made  in  England,  and  administered  in  England  by  an 
English  executor.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  there  is 
no  doubt,  even  according  to  the  authority  of  the  case 
which  was  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Richards  as  overruling 
former  decisions  of  this  Court,  that  the  legacy  duty  is  pay- 
able in  this  case. 

Aldbbson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  case 
of  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  the  Lord  Chancellor  puts  his  judg- 
ment upon  the  ground,  that  when  the  act  speaks  of  ''  any 
will  of  any  person,'^  it  must  mean  the  will  of  a  testator  in 
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Exek.  of  puas,  this  countrv,  and  a  will  in  this  country.     In  this  case  the 
1841.  .  . 

V      V  *   ^     existence  of  a  will  in  this  country  is  proved^  and  the  money 

Coa'e  ^^  heen  remitted  to  the  executor  imder  the  will,  in  tius 
country,  to  be  paid  by  him  to  the  legatees  under  the  will. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  case  falls  within  the  authority 
of  Arnold  y.  Arnold. 


OuRNET,  B. — I  cannot  see  that  the  circumstance  of  Mr. 
Speir  being  employed  to  remit  the  funds  from  India 
makes  any  difference  in  the  case :  he  acted  under  a  power 
from  the  executor  Mr.  Dyneley ;  he  was  his  agent,  receiviiig 
authority  frt>m  him,  and  transmitting  the  funds  to  him  as 
the  executor  in  this  country. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think, 
so  far  troia  the  funds  being  received  by  Mr.  Speir  as  exe- 
cutor, that  Mr.  Dyneley  was  not  compelled  to  send  out  a 
power  of  attorney  to  him  to  administer  the  assets,  although 
he  would  have  been  compelled  to  send  out  such  a  power 
as  would  have  enabled  his  agent  to  remit  the  funds. 
There  may  be  cases  of  difficulty  which  may  sometimes 
arise,  of  a  foreigner  abroad  having  property  here ;  but  this 
is  a  case  which  appears  to  me  to  be  free  from  any  doubt 

whatever. 

Rule  absolute. 


Jan,  22. 


Weston  v.  Wright. 

iVsSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  money  lent, 
money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.   Plea,  non  assump- 


Where  A.  the 
charterer  of 
a  vessel,  by 
the  charterpar- 

ty,  agreed  that  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  the  outward  port,  he  would,  through  his  agent  thert, 
supply  cash  to  the  master  for  the  disbursements  of  the  vessel,  to  be  repaid  by  bills  to  be 
drawn  by  the  master  on  the  owner:  and,  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  there,  the  agent  sop- 
plied  goods  for  the  use  of  the  crew,  and  paid  certain  money  demands  made  on  the  master,  but 
did  not  advance  any  actual  cash : — Held,  that  although  it  was  not  shewn  that  any  bills  were 
drawn  by  the  master  for  the  amount,  A.  might  recover  it  from  the  owner  in  an  action  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  and  for  money  paid,  the  master  having  authority  to  obtain  supplies  of  goods 
and  money  for  the  necessary  use  of  the  ship  on  the  credit  of  the  owner,  independently  of  the 
express  stipulation  of  the  charterparty. 


t 

» 
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git.   At  tlie  trial  before  Rolfe^  B.,  at  tlie  Middlesex  Sittings  Each,  of  Pieat, 

in  this  term^  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  chartered  a  - 

vessel  belonging  to  the  defendant^  bound  for  the  African      Weston 

coastj  and  the  charterparty  contained  an  express  stipula-      Wriout. 

tion,  that  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Sierra  Leone,  the 

plaintiff  would,  through  his  agent  there,  supply  cash  to 

the  master  for  the  disbursements  of  the  vessel,  to  be  repaid 

by  biUs  to  be  drawn  by  the  master  on  the  defendant.    On 

the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  that  port,  in  August  1839,  the 

plaintiff's  agent  there  supplied  her  with  goods,  and  also  paid 

certain  demands  made  upon  the  master  in  respect  of  the 

vessel  by  persons  resident  there ;  but  he  did  not  advance 

any  actual  cash.    There  was  no  evidence  to  shew  whether 

any  bill  had  been  drawn  by  the  master  for  the  amount.     It 

was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 

have  sued  upon  the  special  agreement  contained  in  the 

charterparty,  and  could  not  recover  in  this  general  form 

of  action.    The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  point,  and  a 

verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  218/.  10^. 

Jervis  now  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to  leave 
reserved  at  the  trial. — The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  sued  on 
the  special  contract.  It  is  clear  this  was  not  a  case  of 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  to  be  paid  for  on  request ;  nor 
was  it  a  case  of  money  paid  or  money  lent.  The  contract 
was  to  supply  cash,  to  be  repaid  in  a  particular  manner, 
by  bills  at  a  certain  date.  It  is  perfectly  consistent  with 
the  evidence,  that  a  bill  was  drawn  by  the  master  in  re- 
spect of  this  transaction,  and  remitted  to  and  accepted  by 
the  defendant.  If  the  plaintiff  had  produced  the  bill,  and 
shewn  that  the  time  for  which  it  was  drawn  had  expired,  or 
that  it  had  not  been  honoured,  the  case  would  be  different. 
But  further,  there  was  no  advance  in  cash  at  all,  and  the 
plaintiff,  therefore,  did  not  come  within  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  [Parke ,  B. — ^The  plaintiff's  title  to  recover  for 
goods  sold  depends  upon  the  general  authority  of  the 


398  CAfiEB   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh.  of  PUas,  master  to  contract  for  necessaries  for  the  ship].    That 

.   ^^^'   ^    would  apply,  if  there  had  been  no  special  provision  to  the 

Weston       contrary;  but  as  there  was,  the  defendant  can  only  be 

Weight.      Bued  in  the  terms  of  the  engagement  contained  in  the 

charterparty,  for  cash  advanced  thereon. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  there  should  be  no  rule.  With  re- 
spect to  the  money  demands  in  the  declaration,  it  appears, 
that  although,  according  to  the  agreement,  the  money  was 
to  be  paid  by  bills  to  be  drawn  by  the  captain  upon  the 
owner,  yet  no  time  was  specified  for  which  credit  was  to 
be  given.  It  must,  however,  have  meant  bills  payable  at 
sight,  or  at  all  events  within  a  reasonable  time :  at  the 
expiration  of  that  time,  the  defendant  becomes  indebted 
in  so  much  money  payable  on  request.  Then  as  to  the 
count  for  goods  sold,  the  defendant  stands  in  the  same 
position  as  an  ordinary  merchant,  to  whom  goods  have 
been  bond  fide  supplied  for  the  service  of  his  ship,  and  for 
which  the  plaintiff  may  recover,  unless  he  ha.  restnuned 
himself  by  the  charterparty  from  so  doing :  and  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  he  has  not.  It  contains  an  affirm- 
ative provision,  by  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  supply 
money  to  the  master,  but  that  is  perfectly  consistent  with 
the  general  authority  of  the  master  to  pledge  the  credit  of 
his  owner  for  necessaries  to  the  ship. 

Alderson,  S.— By  the  agreement  contained  in  the 
charterparty,  the  plaintiff  has  undertaken  that  the  mas- 
ter shall  have  money  in  hand  if  he  require  it,  and  the 
right  himself  to  go  into  the  market  and  get  goods,  should 
they  be  needed.  But  that  engagement  is  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  the  general  right  which  the  master  has  by 
law,  of  pledging  the  credit  of  his  owner  for  necessaries 
supplied  to  the  ship,  and  both  may  well  stand  together. 
As  to  the  money  advanced  to  others,  for  the  protection  of 
the  ship,  it  must  be  considered  as  advanced  to  the  owner; 
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or  if  not^  it  may  be  considered  as  a  necessary  supplied  to  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
the  master ;  and  we  have  recently  decided^  that  when  so     ^  ^^}*   ^ 
advanced,  it  may  be  recovered  against  the  owner,  in  the       Weston 
same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  a  supply  of  goods  (a).  wriqht. 

OiTBNET,  B.^  and  Bolf£,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 

(fl)  Arthur  V.  Bar  Ion,  6  M.  &  W.  138. 


Roberts  v.  Hughes. 

TJan,  25M. 
HIS  was  an  action  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Affidavits  of 

Merionethshire,  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  whauookpiace 
15/.  6*.    Jervis  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  ***  ©pea  «>»" 

on  the  deliveiy 

for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  of  their  Terdict, 

Ere  receivable. 

the  verdict  had  been  entered  for  the  plaintiff  by  a  mistake 
of  the  under-sheriff. 


JR.  F.  Richards,  in  shewing  cause,  proposed  to  read  an 
affidavit  of  one  of  the  jurors,  as  to  what  had  passed  on  the 
delivery  of  their  verdict. 

JerviM  objected :  but 

Feb  Curiam. — ^The  rule  does  not  exclude  jurymen  from 
swearing  to  what  took  place  in  open  Court,  but  only  as  to 
what  took  place  in  their  private  room,  or  the  grounds  on 
which  they  found  their  verdict. 

The  affidavit  was  accordingly  read :  and  ultimately  the 
role  was  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1841. 


Morgan  v.  Thorne. 

Jan.  12/A.      ^j^ 

On  the  27th  of  1  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  the  plaintiff, 
plaintiff  in  tres-  &s  prochein  amy,  against  the  defendant,  for  criminal  oon- 
verdirt  ^A^i**  v^Fsation  with  his  son's  wife.  The  cause  was  tried  before 
damages,  leave  Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  on  the  27th  of  June  last,  at  the  Mid- 

being  reserved  v  ' 

to  the  defend-  dlcscx  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  when  the  plaintiff  reco- 
enter  a  nonsuiL  vcred  a  vcrdict  with  1*.  damages,  leave  being  reserved  to 
bdng^apSiid'*  *^®  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  Upon  the  ver- 
to  certify  under  fljct  being  returned,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  applied  to 

43  Eliz*  c.  6| 

s.  2,  to  deprive  to  certify  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs  under  the  43 
of^costsj^de-  ^1^2.  c.  6,  s.  2,  but  he  declined  to  do  so  until  the  motion 
ciined  doing  so  for  a  uonsuit  had  been  disposed  of.     On  the  3rd  of  July 

until  the  mo-  *  ^  ^    ' 

tion  for  a  non-  following,  the  statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  came  into  operation, 
have  been  dis-  That  statute,  after  reciting  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  and  22  &  23 
thrid^of  July  ^^'  ^>  ^y  ®^^^'  ^  enacts,  '^  that  the  said  recited  act  of  the 
following,  the    4^Ti!i  of  Elizabeth,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  costs  in  actions  of 

statute  8  &  4  ' 

Vict.  c.  24,  came  trcspass  and  trespass  on  the  case,  and  so  much  of  the  22  & 
No^motionfo"  a  23  Car.  2  as  relates  to  costs  in  personal  actions,  be  and  the 
becn*made^"h  ^^^^  ^^  hereby  repealed.'^  And  it  enacts  by  sect.  2, "  that 
Judge,  on  the    if  the  plaintiff,  in  any  action  of  trespass  or  of  trespass  on 

9thofNovem-       ,  '^^  _  "     ^      ^  _.  __        _,   .         , 

ber,  granted  the  the  casc,  brought  or  to  be  brought  m  any  of  her  Majesty  s 
jJI/i,*that  the  Courts  at  Westminster,  or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
ceriiecate  was    ^t  Lancaster,  or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Dur- 

nuU  and  void. 

The  wife  of  ham,  shall  recover  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  less  damages 
committed  than  40^.,  such  plaintiff  shall  not  be  entitled  to  recover  or 
her  husbwid*^*^  obtaiu  from  the  defendant,  in  respect  of  such  verdict,  any 

was  abroad  in 
the  East  Indies, 

the  father  procured  himself  to  be  appointed  prochein  amy,  and  commenced  an  action  for  crim. 
con.  in  his  son's  name,  without  his  knowledge  or  authority,  and  recovered  a  verdict.  On 
motion  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  on  the  ground  of  there  being  no  authority  from  the 
son  to  bring  the  action: — Heldt  firsts  that  as  the  defendant  had  reason  to  believe  long  before 
the  trial,  that  the  authority  of  the  son  could  not  have  been  obtained,  he  ought  to  have  made 
inquiries  then,  and  that  the  application  was  now  too  late.  Secondly,  that  no  authority  from 
the  son  was  necessary  to  enable  the  father  to  sue  as  prochein  amy ;  and  there  being  nothing  to 
shew  that  he  was  not  properly  appointed  prochein  amy,  that  it  must  be  assumed  to  have  been 
properly  done,  and  that  the  son  would  be  bound  by  the  judgment  in  tliis  action. 


"I 
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costs  Whatever,  whether  it  should  be  given  upon  any  issue  Exek.  of  Pleat, 
or  issues  tried,  or  judgment  shall  have  passed  by  default,  '  ^ 

unless  the  Judge  or  presiding  officer  before  whom  such  Morgan 
verdict  shall  be  obtained,  shall  immediately  afterwards  cer-  thorke. 
tify  on  the  back  of  the  record,  or  on  the  writ  of  trial,  or 
writ  of  inquiry,  that  the  action  was  really  brought  to  try 
a  right,  besides  the  mere  right  to  recover  damages  for  the 
trespass  or  grievance  for  which  the  action  shall  have  been 
brought,  or  that  the  trespass  or  grievance,  in  respect  of 
which  the  action  was  brought,  was  wilful  and  malicious/' 
No  motion  for  a  nonsuit  having  been  made,  his  Lordship, 
on  the  9th  of  November,  granted  the  certificate  prayed 
for.  In  Michaelmas  Term,  Bayley  obtained  a  rule  call- 
ing upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master 
should  not  tax  the  plaintiff  his  costs,  notwithstanding  the 
certificate :  against  which 

C.  C,  Jones  now  shewed  cause. — The  stat.  8  &  4  Vict, 
0.24,  did  not  come  into  operation  until  after  the  cause 
was  tried  and  the  certificate  was  applied  for;  and  there- 
fore  the  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  was  still  in  force.  The  certifi- 
cate, when  granted,  must  have  a  retrospective  operation, 
and  must  be  considered  as  granted  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
and  it  is  therefore  effectual  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the 
plaintiff  of  costs.  [Parker  B. — If  the  certificate  were  granted 
at  any  time  before  the  costs  were  allowed  by  the  Court, 
it  would  be  sufficient  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.] 

Bayley,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  certificate  was 
not  granted  until  after  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  had  been 
repealed,  and  therefore  the  power  given  by  that  statute  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs  did  not  exist  after  the  statute 
8  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  came  into  operation.  The  effect  of  a 
repealing  statute  is  correctly  stated  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in 
Kay  V.  Goodwin  (a).     His  Lordship  there  says,  ''  I  take  the 

(a)  6  Bing.  576 ;  4  M.  &  P.  341. 
VOL.  VII.  E  £  M.  W. 
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Exeh,  of  Pieoi,  effcct  of  repealing  a  statute  to  be^  to  obliterate  it  as 
^  ^^'  .  completely  from  the  records  of  Parliament  as  if  it  had  ne- 
MoROAN  ver  passed ;  and  it  must  be  considered  as  a  law  that  nerer 
Thorne.  existed^  except  for  the  purpose  of  those  actions  which  were 
commenced^  prosecuted^  and  concluded  whilst  it  was  an 
existing  law/^  This  action  was  clearly  not  concluded 
whilst  the  2nd  section  of  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6^  was  an  exist- 
ing law^  as  no  judgment  has  yet  been  signed.  {Parktj 
S. — The  case  of  Charrington  v.  Meatheringham  (a)  is  an  au- 
thority in  point.  There  the  plaintiff  sued  parish  officers 
for  an  act  done  under  13  Greo.  3,  c.  78,  (which  gave  treble 
costs  on  a  nonsuit,  to  parties  sued  for  anything  done  in 
pursuance  of  that  act),  and  was  nonsuited  at  a  trial  which 
took  place  before  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  which  repealed 
the  former  statute,  came  into  operation,  but  judgment 
was  not  signed  until  after;  and  this  Court  held  that  the 
the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  treble  costs.] 

Jones  then  applied  for  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
upon  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  defendant  had  abstained 
from  doing  so  in  the  belief  that  the  certificate  would  be 
granted  if  no  motion  were  made.  He  contended,  that  if 
the  certificate  turned  out  to  be  of  no  avail,  the  defendant 
ought  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation  as  he  would  have 
been  if  the  certificate  had  not  been  granted. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  S. — If  the  certificate  had  been  granted 
during  the  sittings,  it  would  probably  have  been  good, 
notwithstanding  the  2nd  section  of  the  statute  43  EUz. 
c.  6,  has  been  repealed;  because  I  should  have  thought 
the  sittings  might,  for  this  purpose,  be  considered  as  onee. 
day.     But  the  effect  of  this  statute  being  entirely  to  re— - 
peal  the  43  Eliz.,  and  to  take  away  every  pow»  whicfa^ 
the  Judges  had  under  it,  this  certificate  is  void,  and  canno 
operate  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs. 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  228. 
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Parke,  B. — ^The  former  act  having  been  repealed,  the  Bxeh.  of  puat, 
certificate  is  null  and  void.  ^    ^^^'  . 

Morgan 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred.  Thorni. 

Rule  absolute. 


On  a  subsequent  day,  a  rule  was  obtained  by  Kelly ^  call- 
ing upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  proceedings 
in  the  action  should  not  be  set  aside  with  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  the  action  had  been  brought  by  the  father  of 
the  minor,  as  his  prochein  amy,  without  his  consent  or 
knowledge.  It  appeared,  that  at  the  time  he  was  ap< 
pointed  prochein  amy,  the  son  was  in  India,  and  could 
know  nothing  of  the  proceedings  instituted  by  his  father. 

Thenger  and  Bayley  shewed  cause. — First,  this  ap-  /^,  30. 
plication  was  too  late.  The  defendant  had  no  right  to 
wait  until  step  after  step  had  been  taken  in  the  cause,  and 
the  cause  tried,  and  then  seek  to  set  the  proceedings  aside 
because  the  action  was  not  authorized  by  the  plaintiff. 
He  ought  to  have  applied  to  the  Court  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  he  knew  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  India,  and 
could  have  given  no  authority  to  bring  the  action :  he  was 
oc^;nisant  of  that  feet  on  the  29th  of  May  last,  and  ought 
then  to  have  applied  to  a  Judge  to  stay  or  set  aside  the 
proceedings,  and  not  to  have  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  go  on 
and  incur  further  expense.  The  application  was  there- 
fore out  of  time.  But,  secondly,  the  objection  on  which 
the  rule  was  granted  cannot  be  sustained.  There  are  a 
variety  of  cases  in  which  an  action  may  be  brought  by  a 
fiiiher  in  the  name  of  his  child,  without  his  consent,  where 
from  his  tender  .age  he  is  not  competent  to  give  authority 
for  that  purpose.     Suppose  the  case  of  a  personal  injury 

£  £  2 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  *^  *  child,  the  action  must  of  necessity  be  brought  by  the 
^841.         father  or  other  next  friend  or  relative  of  his  own  authorityi 
Morgan       otherwise  the  remedy  would  be  wholly  lost.    For  instance, 
TnoRNE       ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  marriage  the  son  became  a  lunatic,  and  the 
wife  committed  adultery,  and  had  a  son  by  the  adulterer, 
would  not  the  father  be  entitled  to  interpose  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  the  illegitimate  issue  from  inheriting 
his  estate  ?     A  prochein  amy  is  liable  for  all  the  costs,  he 
is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  his  declar- 
ations are  evidence  for  the  defendant,  and  he  is  in  almost 
all  respects  the  real  plaintiff  on  the  record.     In  Andrews 
V.  Cradock  (a),  it  is  said — "  Any  one  may  bring  a  bill  as 
prochein  amy  to  an  infant  without  his  consent,  because  it 
is  at  his  peril  that  he  brings  it  to  be  answerable  for  the 
event ;  but  none  can  bring  a  bill  in  the  name  of  a  feme 
covert  as  her  prochein  amy,  without  her  consent ;  and  if 
such  a  bill  be  brought,  upon  her  affidavit  of  the  matter  it 
will  be  dismissed/'     There  is  no  case  where  a  prochein 
amy  having  been  regularly  appointed  by  the  Court,  the 
proceedings  have  been  set  aside  because  the  son  had  given 
no  authority  to  bring  the  action.    Sut,  at  all  events,  if  pre- 
vious consent  were  necessary,  a  subsequent  ratification  of 
his  father's  act  is  equivalent  to  it,  and  would  render  his 
act  valid;  and  there  has  been  such  a  ratification  in  the 
present  case.    On  the  1st  of  September,  1840,  the  son,  be* 
ing  still  in  the  East  Indies,  by  deed,  reciting  that  certain 
proceedings  had  been  already  had  and  taken  on  his  behalf, 
ratified  and  confirmed  the  same,  and  appointed  his  father 
his  proxy  to  appear  to  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 
That  was  a  sufficient  acquiescence,  if  any  were  necessaiy. 
Sut  the  defendant  should  have  objected  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  father  as  prochein  amy  by  moving  to  set  it 
aside,  at  least  as  soon  as  he  knew,  from  his  being  at  the 

(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  72. 
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time  in  tlie  East  Indies,  that  the  son's  express  authority  fire*,  of  PUat, 
could  not  have  been  obtained.  ^   ^^^-   ^ 

Morgan 

Kelly,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  legal  principle  on       thobne. 
which  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  Court  to 
set  aside  the  proceedings,  has  been  lost  sight  of  in  the 
argument  on  the  other  side.     That  principle  is,  that  if  the 
action  has  been  commenced  in  the  name  of  a  party,  but 
without  his  authority  or  consent,  although  judgment  be 
obtained  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  record,  the  party  really 
entitled  is  not  bound  thereby,   and  may  at  any  time 
bring  a  fresh  action.      [Parke,  B. — Have  you  any  autho- 
rity for  that  position,  where  a  prochein  amy  has  been  ap- 
pointed by  the  Court  ?]     Perhaps  not ;  but  if  the  plaintiff 
came  to  England,  there  would  be  nothing  to  prevent  him 
from  bringing  an  action  for  crim.  con.,  since  the  defendant 
coxdd  not  set  up  the  recovery  in  this  action  as  a  defence,  as 
it  was  brought  without  the  plaintiff's  authority.     [Alder-' 
son,  B. — Is  it  not  clear  that  the  appointment  of  a  prochein 
amy  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  in  the  same  way  as 
the  appointment  of  a  guardian  by  the  Court  of  Chancery? 
By  the  stat.  Westm.  2,  c.  15,  "  In  every  case  in  which  per- 
sons within  age  may  sue,  it  is  ordered  that  if  such  minors  be 
eloigned,  so  that  they  are  less  able  to  sue  personally,  their 
next  friend  shall  be  admitted  to  sue  for  them.'']     If  the 
prochein  amy  had  been  appointed  by  the  Court  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances,  the  case  might  have  been 
different.    This  is  very  different  from  the  case  put  of  a  per- 
sonal injury  to  a  child ;  for  if  an  infant  be  incapable  of  exer- 
cising any  judgment  or  discretion  in  the  matter,  the  Court 
would  appoint  a  prochein  amy  for  him,  to  prevent  the  reme^ 
dy  from  being  lost :  but  this  action,  from  its  very  nature,  im- 
plies an  injury  to  the  mind  of  the  plaintiff,  and  shews  that 
he  is  a  person  capable  of  exercising  a  judgment  and  dis^ 
cretion ;  and  when  he  returns  to  this  country,  he  may  dis- 
avow the  act  of  his  father,  and  commence  a  fresh  action. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  [Alderson,  B. — In  Fitzh.  N.  B.  27,  (J),  it  is  said,  "A  man 
^  ^^^'  ^  shall  not  answer  as  guardian  unto  an  infant  who  is  phdn- 
MoRGAN  tiflf  or  defendant  without  a  warrant,  but  as  prochein  amy 
Thorne.  ^  <^  infant  he  shall  sue  an  action  without  warrant/'  And 
it  is  added,  "  The  infant  shall  not  remove  his  guardian, 
nor  disavow  an  action  sued  for  him  by  prochein  nmj" 
Parke,  B. — ^That  authority  shews,  that  if  a  second  action 
Were  brought,  the  appointment  of  a  prochein  amy,  and  the 
recovery  in  the  former  action,  would  be  an  answer  to  the 
second,  as  long,  at  all  events,  as  the  appointment  of  pro- 
chein amy  remains  unrevoked.  Whether  the  case  is  that 
of  a  guardian  or  prochein  amy,  the  principle  is  the  same 
when  once  they  are  admitted  by  the  Court:  Simpsan  v. 
Jackson  (a).  Alderaan,  B. — In  2  Inst.  261,  Lord  Coke, 
in  his  commentary  on  the  stat.  of  Westminster  the  Ist., 
says,  "  The  names  of  guardian  and  prochein  amy  are 
sometimes  taken  the  one  for  the  other ;  because  the  guar- 
dian and  prochein  amy  are  oftentimes  all  one,  as  the 
guardian  in  socage  is  also  prochein  amy,  &c.  And  now 
as  well  the  guardian  as  the  prochein  amy  are  allowed  by 
the  Judges  to  be  some  of  the  ofScers  of  the  Court,  and  both 
in  respect  of  their  place  and  skill,  are  in  truth  the  best 
prochein  amys  for  the  good  and  furtherance  of  the  infant's 
cause.^']  The  question  whether  the  appointment  be  vahd 
or  not,  depends  upon  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
order  has  been  made ;  and  if  it  turns  out  that  it  has  been 
made  upon  a  suggestion  of  that  which  is  false,  or  upon  a 
suppression  of  the  truth,  the  Coiirt  will  set  it  aside.  It  is 
true  this  is  not  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  infiant; 
but  he  may  apply  immediately  on  his  return,  and  if  the 
Court  did  set  aside  the  appointment,  then  there  would  be 
nothing  to  prevent  him  from  bringing  a  fresh  action.  If 
the  proceedings  are  in  such  a  state  that  the  plaintiff 
may  put  himself  in  a  situation  to  commence  another  ac- 

(a)  Cro.  Jac.  640. 
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tion,  it  is  within  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Bobson  v.  Exch.  rf  PUat, 
Eaton  (a) .  There  it  was  held,  that  where  a  party  paid  a  debt  - 

to  the  attorney  of  a  person  sning  in  the  name  of  the  ere-  Morgan 
ditor,  bnt  without  the  creditor's  authority,  the  debtor  was  thorn  e. 
compellable  to  pay  the  creditor  again.  That  case  is  like  the 
present,  as  the  same  thing  might  happen  here ;  the  only 
difference  is,  that  here  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  sning  by  at- 
torney, is  suing  by  prochein  amy.  {Parke,  B. — That  makes 
all  the  difference :  an  attorney  is  appointed  by  the  party; 
but  a  prochein  amy  is  appointed  by  the  Court.]  This  order 
should  not  have  been  made  without  a  petition  on  the  part 
of  the  infant ;  and  if  it  was,  then  he  is  not  boimd  by  it, 
and  is  remitted  to  his  original  rights.  As  to  the  delay,  if 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  his 
coming  too  late  can  only  be  a  question  of  costs.  But  there 
has  been  no  improper  delay  in  this  case;  for  the  fact  stated 
in  the  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  knew  the  plaintiff  was 
in  India^  was  consistent  with  a  belief  on  his  part  that  the 
&ther  had  written  to  his  son  and  obtained  his  authority ; 
and  the  affidavits  in  answer  state  that  the  defendant  did 
not  know,  until  very  recently,  that  the  action  was  brought 
without  the  son's  authority. 

Parks,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  If,  in  order  to  give  the  defendant  in  this 
case  a  valid  discharge  firom  the  payment  of  the  sum  reco- 
vered, it  were  necessary  to  prove  this  action  either  to  have 
been  commenced  with  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  or  to  have 
received  a  subsequent  ratification  by  him,  no  such  autho- 
rity or  ratification  has  been  shewn  in  this  case,  nor  has  it 
been  shewn  that  he  knew  of  the  action  at  all.  But  still 
there  would  be  great  weight  in  the  argument,  that  this 
objection,  taken  as  it  is  in' this  stage  of  the  cause,  comes 
too  late;  for  it  appears  that,  on  the  29th  of  May,  the  de- 

fl)  1  T.  R.  62. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  fendant  had  intimation  of  the  above  facts,  which  was  snffi- 
^_if;Ji;^     cient  to  have  put  him  on  inquiring  whether  an  authority 
Morgan       had  been  given  or  not;  and  comparing  the  time  when 
Thorne.      the  adultery  was  charged  to  have  been  committed  with  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  that  time  in  the  East  Indies^ 
he  might  have  had  reason  to  suspect  that  no  such  autho- 
rity had  been  given.     But  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  pro- 
chein  amy  in  this  case  did  not  stand  in  need  of  any  autho- 
rity from  the  infant  to  sue  in  his  name ;  nor  can  I  distin- 
guish it  from  any  other  case  in  which  this  mode  of  suing 
is  adopted.    The  actual  form  of  the  application  made  by 
the  plaintiff  to  sue  by  his  prochein  amy  has  not  been 
brought  before  us,  but  we  must  presume  it  to  have  been  in 
the  ordinary  form ;  for  if  there  had  been  either  fraud  or 
mistake  in  the  transaction,  the  fact  should  have  been 
made  to  appear  by  affidavit.     Assuming,  therefore,  every 
thing  to  have  been  regularly  done,  then  comes  the  objec- 
tion made  by  Mr.  Kelly,  that  if  the  defendant  had  paid 
the  damages  awarded  by  the  jury,  he  might,  on  the  plain- 
tiff's coming  of  age,  be  compelled  to  pay  them  over  again, 
on  the  ground  that  the  discharge  of  the  prochein  amy  was 
the  discharge  of  a  person  who  had  no  authority  to  give 
one ;  which  is  an  objection  applicable  to  every  case  where 
an  infant  sues  by  his  prochein  amy.     The  law  knows  of  no 
distinction  between  infants  of  tender  and  of  mature  years; 
and  as  no  special  authority  to  sue  is  requisite  in  the  case 
of  an  infant  just  bom^  so  none  is  requisite  from  an  infant 
on  the  very  eve  of  attaining  his  majority.     It  appears  per- 
fectly clear  that  every  prochein  amy  is  to  be  considered  as 
an  officer  of  the  Court,  specially  appointed  by  them  to  look 
after  the  interests  of  the  infant,  on  whom  the  judgment 
in  the  action  is  consequently  binding,  and  who  cannot  be 
allowed,  on  attaining  his  age,  to  commence  firesh  proceedings 
founded  on  the  same  cause  of  action ;  so  that  the  defend- 
ant^ in  this  and  all  similar  cases,  is  perfectly  safe  in  paying 
the  damages  recovered.     Supposing  there  to  have  been 


HILARY   TEBMj  4  VICT.  409 

either  frauds  or  anything  special  in  the  case^  to  make  it  Exck.  of  PUas, 
the  ground  of  application  to  the  Court,  we  will  only  say,     .    ^^^'  . 
that  when  the  parties  come  forward  to  protect  their  own       Morgan 
rights,  we  will  deal  with  the  case  brought  before  us ;  but       Thornb. 
in  a  common  and  ordinary  case  like  the  present,  there  is 
no  ground  to  call  for  our  interference. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  have 
nothing  to  do  at  present  with  the  question,  whether  the 
infSEuat  has  appointed  his  prochein  amy  or  not ;  nor  is  that 
a  matter  with  which  the  defendant  has  anything  to  do ; 
if  he  had,  the  same  arguments  might  be  urged  in  any 
case  of  an  action  brought  in  the  name  of  a  child  of  three 
years  old,  on  whom  an  attack  has  been  made,  and  on 
whom  personal  injury  has  been  inflicted ;  such  a  child,  it 
is  manifest,  cannot  so  much  as  know  what  an  action  is, 
much  less  give  authority  to  institute  one.  The  truth  is, 
that  cases  of  this  nature  fall  within  the  equity  of  the 
statute  of  Westminster  1st.,  3  Ed.  1,  c.  48,  which  gives  an 
infant  the  right  to  sue  by  his  prochein  amy  against  his 
guardian  in  chivalry,  who  shall  have  aliened  any  portion 
of  the  inheritance  of  the  infant.  By  analogy  to  this,  in 
all  cases  where  a  party  cannot  sue  for  himself,  the  Court 
employs  a  prochein  amy  as  its  officer  to  conduct  the  suit 
for  him,  and  no  appointment  or  subsequent  confirmation 
by  the  party  is  requisite.     It  is,  in  fact,  almost  the  same 

L^  r^pota^  »  «..™:y;  ft.  W,  if  ,e  ^y  » 
speak,  appoints  an  attorney  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  infant. 
But  even  if  it  were  requisite  for  the  prochein  amy  to  be 
appointed  by  the  infant,  it  is  clear  that  the  objection  to 
the  want  of  such  authority  comes  too  late. 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLFE,  B. — ^If  Mr.  Kelly  had  succeeded  in  making  out 
his  proposition,  then  the  recovery  in  this  action  would  not 
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Exch,  of  pieeu,  be  a  bar  to  another  at  the  suit  of  the  son.    But  he  has  not 
'  ^    shewn  that  the  father  was  not   properly  appointed  pro- 
MoRGAN      chein  amy.     He  has  likened  the  case  to  that  of  a  party 
Thorne.      suing  by  attorney  in  the  ordinary  mode^  and  has  referred 
to  an  authority  to  shew^  that  where  an  action  is  com- 
menced against  a  debtor  in  the  name  of  a  creditor,  with- 
out the  authority  of  the  latter^  the  debtor  may  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  money  again.  But  the  judgment  in  that 
case  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  person  represented 
on  the  record  as  the  attorney  of  the  creditor,  had  neyer 
in  fact  been  appointed  attorney:    but  here   it   is  not 
shewn  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  been  duly   appointed 
prochein  amy.     If  that  had  appeared,  the  cases  would 
have  been  parallel. 

Rule  discharged. 


JaBYIS  V,  WiLKINS. 
Jan.  12.  A 

An  instrument  ixSSUMPSIT  on  a  guarantee,  with  counts  for  goods 
lowing  terras-^  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  account  stated.  At  the  trial 
to'  ""^to'^L  ^^^0^®  ^^®  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  the  following  docu- 
the  sum  of        mcnt  was  proved  by  the  plaintiff: — 

6/.  4*.  for  a  suit  *  ^  r 

of,  ordered  by 

D.p.:"— //ew,      '^  September  11th,  1839.— I  undertake  to  pay  to  Mr. 

that  it  was  not  -r.^i  «*/»>4i»  -^j*  -111 

a  promissory  Robert  Jarvis  the  sum  of  6/.  4^.,  for  a  smt  of,  ordered  by 
«a™™.  Daniel  Page. 

as  the  conside-  "  S.  W.  WiLKINS.'' 

ration  could  be 

collected  by  ne-  i      ,  ,  t      »  •  •      i» 

cessary  infer-  It  appeared  that  the  goods  m  question  were  a  smt  of 
insTrum&nt  ^  clothcs,  which  had  been  furnished  to  Page  subsequently  to 
itself.  ^jjg  giving  of  the  above  undertaking.     The  plaintiff  ob- 

tained a  verdict  for  6/.  4*.,  leave  being  reserved  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  in  case  the  Covit 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  instrument  was  not  a  gua- 
rantee, but  a  promissory  note  which  required  a  stamp. 
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A  rule  was  accordingly  obtained  in  Michaelmas  Term  lastj  Exch,  of  Pieat, 
against  which  1^1. 


C.  C.  Jones  appeared  to  shew  canse^  but  the  Court  called      wilkins. 
upon 

Thonuu  to  support  the  rule. — The  instrument  in  ques- 
tion is  a  promissory  note^  and  not  a  guarantee ;  but  even  if 
it  be  a  guarantee^  it  states  no  consideration  on  the  face  of  it^ 
and  is  therefore  invalid.  It  is^  however^  a  promissory  note. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  state  when  it  is  payable;  because^  if  no 
period  be  stated^  it  is  payable  on  demand.  In  Ellis  v.  Ma- 
son {a)  an  instrument  in  the  following  form  was  held  to  be  a 
promissory  note : — ^^  John  Mason^  14th  of  February,  1836, 
borrowed  of  Mary  Ann  Mason,  his  sister,  the  sum  of  £l4s 
in  cash  as  per  loan,  in  promise  of  payment,  of  which  I  am 
truly  thankful  for.^'  In  Brooks  v.  ElHns  {b),  this  Court  said, 
that  to  constitute  a  promissory  note  no  particular  form 
of  words  was  requisite.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  is  a 
memorandum,  that  if  the  plaintiff  will  sell  Page  clothes, 
he,  the  defendant,  will  pay  for  them.  IS  it  had  been 
that  he  would  pay  for  clothes  before  supplied,  it  might 
have  been  different.  It  is  only  a  conditional  promise.] 
ITiomas  also  cited  Wheatley  v.  Williams  (c),  and  contended 
that  if  the  instrument  was  not  a  promissory  note,  it  was 
void  as  a  guarantee,  no  consideration  being  expressed  on 
the  face  of  it. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is 
nothing  in  this  objection.  The  cases  which  have  been 
cited  were  all  of  them  cases  where  the  consideration  was 
executed,  and  therefore  the  written  promise  to  pay  the  debt 
amounted  to  a  promissory  note ;  but  in  this  case  it  appears 


(«)  7  Dowl.  598.  {h)  2  M.  &  W.  74. 

(c)  1  M.  &  W.  533. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  from  the  instrument  itself^  that  the  promise  was  made  in 

^    ^      ^     contemplation  of  a  sale  of  goods  to  be  afterwards  made ; 

Jarvis        and  it  is  a  written  undertakings  that  if  the  plaintiff  will 

W1LKIN8.      supply  the  goods  "ordered/^  the  defendant  will  pay  for 

them.     It  is  a  memorandum  of  guarantee  for  the  sale  of 

goods,  not  a  promissory  note,  and  requires  no  stamp. 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  memo* 
randum  contained  only  a  promise  to  pay  6/.  4s.  for  goods 
already  supplied,  it  would  be  a  promissory  note,  and  would 
require  a  stamp ;  but  the  introduction  of  the  word  "  or- 
dered^'  makes  all  the  difference,  as  it  shews  that  it  is  a 
promise  to  pay  for  goods  if  supplied,  but  which  were  not 
then  delivered.  We  are  therefore  enabled  to  collect  firom 
the  instrument  itself,  that  the  consideration  for  the  pro- 
mise was  not  an  executed  consideration,  but  the  future 
delivery  of  goods  already  ordered.  No  objection  has  been 
made  that  the  contract  varies  from  that  declared  upon; 
and  the  only  questions  are,  first,  is  this  a  promissoiy 
not6  ? — I  think  it  is  not,  for  the  reasons  I  have  already 
stated:  and  secondly,  if  not  a  promissory  note,  is  it  a 
binding  guarantee?  The  rule  is  now  perfectly  settled, 
that  the  consideration  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
instrument  itself,  either  in  express  terms,  or  by  necessary 
implication.  I  think  in  this  case  the  consideration  may  be 
collected  by  necessary  inference,  and  therefore  that  the 
instrument  is  a  binding  guarantee. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Exeh,  of  PUoif 
1841. 


HIS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  one  J.  White,  an  officer  of  A  sheriff,  on 

m&kiDiF  s  levy 

the  sheriff  of  Lincolnshire,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  under  an  exe- 

not  refund  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  goods  enUtied'to  hu 

fleized  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  plain-  p**""^*^^  ^**", 

tiff^  after  deducting  the  amount  indorsed  on  the  writ  and  and  to  such 

all  legal  charges  and  expenses,  and  why  an  attachment  lowed  by  the' 

should  not  issue  against  him  for  taking  and  demanding  framed'^under 

greater  fees  than  those  allowed  by  law,  or  by  the  table  of  7  Wiii.  4  & 

fees  framed  under  the  stat.  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  55 ;  and  and  although  he 

why  he  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  application.  trouble  anYe™- 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  had  ?««»« in  mak- 

*  *     ^  mg  the  levy,  he 

been  obtained,  that  the  defendant's  goods  had  been  cannot  claim 
seized  by  an  officer  of  the  sheriff  of  Lincolnshire,  under 
a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in- 
dorsed to  levy  33/.  17s.  The  goods  were  afterwards  sold 
by  public  auction,  except  one  chair,  which  was  sold  by 
private  contract  for  8s,  A  pig  of  the  value  of  1/.  bs.  was 
lost  or  strayed  from  the  possession  of  the  sheriff.  The 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  including  the  chair,  amounted  to 
44/.  13s.  7d,y  being  10/.  16«.  7d.  more  than  the  sum  in- 
dorsed on  the  writ.  That  money  was  retained  by  the  she- 
riff's officer,  and  a  statement  was  made  by  him  that  he 
was  short  of  his  levy  £5 ;  he  also  refused  to  account  for 
the  pig  which  had  been  lost. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  in  answer,  made  by  the 
sheriff's  officer,  that  he  claimed  Is.  interest  on  the  levy 
for  fourteen  days,  £1  for  the  writ,  and  2/.  0^.  lOd.  for 
sheriff's  poundage  and  warrant,  making  together,  with  the 
levy,  36/.  18«.  lO^/.,  to  which  sum  no  objection  was  made. 
The  residue  was  claimed  for  sundry  incidental  expenses, 
not  allowed  by  the  schedule  of  fees,  some  of  which  were 
occasioned  by  precautions  taken  to  prevent  a  rescue,  others 
by  the  employment  of  carpenters  in  the  removal  of  the 
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Exeh.  qf  Piea$,  goods  for  salc^  and  for  travelling  expenses,  commission  on 
^  ^°^^'   ^     sale  by  auction,  &c. 

Slater 

Hames.  Humfrey  now  shewed  cause. — This  is  an  application 

made  under  the  recent  act  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  55,  which 
enacts  by  sect.  2,  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  that 
act,  "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  sherifis  or  their  officers  con- 
cerned in  the  execution  of  process  directed  to  sheriffs,  to 
demand,  take,  and  receive  such  fees,  and  no  more,  as 
shall  from  time  to  time  be  allowed  by  any  officer  of  the 
several  Courts  of  law  at  Westminster,  charged  with  the 
duty  of  taxing  costs,  under  the  sanction  and  authority  of  the 
Judges  of  the  said  Courts  respectively.''  And  by  s.  S  it  is 
provided,  that  any  sheriff  or  officer  taking  more  than  is  al- 
lowed by  the  Court,  shall  be  adjudged  guilty  of  a  contempt 
of  Court.  But  that  statute  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
case ;  because  the  charges  which  are  here  complained  of  as 
being  excessive  were  occasioned  by  the  great  trouble  the 
officer  had  in  levying  the  execution,  which  necessarily 
created  an  increase  of  fees,  and  occasioned  by  circum- 
stances over  which  the  officer  had  no  control,  but  re- 
sulting from  the  violent  conduct  of  the  defendant  him- 
self, which  rendered  it  necessary  to  employ  an  extra 
number  of  men  for  several  nights,  in  order  to  keep  the 
goods  in  safe  custody.  [Parke,  B. — Those  are  expenses 
which  are  not  allowed  in  the  table  of  fees  made  in  pur- 
suance of  the  recent  act.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act 
relating  to  any  such  expenses;  nor  is  there  any  provision 
allowing  any  other  expenses  than  those  mentioned  in  the 
schedule.]  It  is  apprehended  that  these  are  such  expenses 
as  the  Master  ought  to  allow  on  taxation.  \Parke,  B. — 
The  Master  is  only  to  allow  what  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to 
imder  the  stat.  29  Eliz.,  c.  4,  and  the  fees  mentioned  in 
the  schedule  of  fees  allowed  by  the  Judges  under  the 
recent  statute.  What  is  the  sheriff  to  do  for  his  pound- 
age ?     He  is  not  to  receive  it  for  doing  nothing.     He  is 
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sufficiently  paid  by  it  to  enable  him  to  meet  the  ordinary  Exck,  of  pum, 
incidental  expenses^  and  he  must  take  the  risk  of  that.]  '   . 

It  will  be  a  hardship  on   the  sheriff  if  no   charges  are        Slater 
allowed  except  those  mentioned  in  the  schedule^  as  he  has        Hames. 
been  put  to  great  expense  in  obeying  the  process  of  the 
Court. 

WkUekurst,  contra^  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — The  proceeds  of  the  property 
which  was  lost^  and  not  sold^  cannot  be  refunded ;  but  if 
not  accounted  for^  the  defendant  may  bring  his  action 
against  the  sheriff.  I  think  the  money  allowed  for  pound- 
age^ and  the  costs  allowed  by  the  schedule^  sufficient.  The 
officer  must  refund  the  money  improperly  charged^  and 
pay  the  costs  of  this  application. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  refund  71.  15s,  9d.y  with  costs. 


Kenrick  V,  Phillips. 

TJan,  14. 
HIS   cause  was  referred  to   arbitration   at  the  last  A  cause  was  re- 

Buthin  Spring  Assizes^  and  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  ^^^s,  and  a  * 

plaintiff  by  consent  for  £500,  the  damages  laid  in  the  ^^^^^^^^  *"Ji*J*J 

declaration.     The  plaintiff,  in  his  particulars  of  demand,  *>y  consent,  for 

the  damages  in 

claimed  4:21/.  Gs.,  and  interest  from  the  1st  day  of  July,  the  declaration, 

1838.     The  submission  to  arbitration  contained  a  power  Jhe*lmoun?^*** 

for  the  arbitrator  to  proceed  ex  parte,  in  case  either  party  c*ai»p«d »« the 

did  not  attend;  and  the  defendant  not  having  attended  demand.    The 

any  of  the  meetings,  the  arbitrator  accordingly  proceeded  awarded  that 

the  verdict 
should  stand  at 
the  amount  for  which  it  was  entered: — Semble,  that  the  particulars  of  demand  were  not  neces- 
sarily before  the  arbitrator,  and  that  if  the  defendant  intended  to  limit  the  plaintiflTs  demand 
to  the  amount  claimed  by  the  particulars,  he  ought  to  have  brought  the  particulars  before  the 
arbitrator. 
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Exeh,  of  PUoi,  ex  parte^  and  awarded  that  the  verdict  should  stand  at  the 
^   ^      ^     amount  for  which  it  was  entered. 

Kenrick 

Phillips.  Jervis  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 

award  should  not  be  set  aside.  The  arbitrator  has  ex- 
ceeded his  authority^  in  awarding  to  the  plaintiff  a  greater 
sum  than  he  claimed  by  his  particulars  of  demand.  There 
are  several  authorities  to  sheWj  that  if  the  arbitrator 
awards  more  than  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  the  award  is 
bad  altogether:  Banner  v.  Charlton  (a),  Pearse  v.  Came- 
ron {b).  The  plaintiff  is  bound  by  his  particulars  of  de- 
mand^ which  ought  to  be  annexed  to  the  record  by  him. 
If  they  were  not  so  annexed^  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
take  advantage  of  that^  which  was  his  own  wrong.  lAlder- 
son,  B. — ^Your  argument  proceeds  on  the  supposition  that 
the  Nisi  Prius  record  is  always  before  the  arbitrator; 
whereas  the  practice  is  for  the  officer  of  the  Court  to  keep 
it^  and  to  enter  the  verdict  finally  according  to  the  arbi- 
trator's award.]  By  rule  6  of  T.  T.  1  WiU.  4,  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  is  required  to  have  the  particulars  annexed 
to  the  record  at  the  time  it  is  entered  with  the  Judge's 
marshal^  and  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  arbitrator  had 
the  record  before  him.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose 
it  should  turn  out  that  the  arbitrator  never  had  the  par- 
ticulars before  him?  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  interfere 
unless  they  were  before  the  arbitrator.]  It  has  been 
held  that  the  defendant  may  be  allowed  to  use  the  par* 
ticulars  without  putting  them  in^  and  that  his  so  using* 
them  does  not  give  the  reply.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If 
the  defendant  wished  to  limit  the  plaintiff's  demand  to  the 
amount  of  the  particulars^  he  should  have  brought  the 
particulars  before  the  arbitrator.  Parke,  B. — No  doubt 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  by  his  particulars  of  demand^  and 
that  may  be  a  good  ground  for  a  motion  to  reduce  the  ver- 

(a)  5  East,  139.  (b)  I  Mau.  &  Selw.  675. 
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diet  to  the  amount  claimed  by  the  particulars ;  but  there  Bxek,  of  PUas, 
has  been  no  exercise  of  excessive  authority,  and  no  fault    ^   ^  '   ^ 
in  the  arbitrator.]  Kenrick 


The  Court  ultimately  granted  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
the  award,  unless  the  plaintiff  would  consent  to  re- 
duce the  verdict  to  the  amount  of  the  particulars  of 
demand ;  which  was  discharged  on  the  merits. 


9, 

Phillips. 


Sneezum  v.  Marshall. 

T/ofi.  14. 
HIS  was  an  action  for  a  breach  of  contract  in  not  An  agreement 

making  out  a  good  title  to  a  public-house,  agreed  to  be  houie^suted  * 
sold  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.    On  the  trial  be-  that  the  sale 

•^  *■  was  subject  to 

fore  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  the  covenant! 
last  term,  it  appeared  that  the  premises  were  part  of  rA^ltl'd'it- 
considerable  property  held  under  one  lease  granted  by  !lfl2^,*tStri» 
the  late  Lord  Somers,  and  that  the  property  so  leased  calculating  the 

number  of 

had  been  subdivided  and  underlet.    The  covenants  in  the  words  with  re- 
original  lease  extended  over  all  the  property,  and  the  on-  fSTp'u^^the 
einal  lease  contained  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  breach  of  ««^««™">V  '|if 

^  r  J  covenants  in  the 

any  of  the  covenants  therein  contained.    The  under-leases  lease  were  not 

to  be  included; 

were  subject  to  the  covenants  and  provisoes  in  the  original  and,  the  agree- 
lease.     The  agreement  on  which  the  action  was  brought  iSg^esTSian ' 
was  stamped  with  a  £\  stamp,  and  it  stated,  that  the  sale  ^^J^aJ.**'*^"' 
was  subject  to  the  covenants  set  forth  ''in  a  draft  of  a  stamped  with  a 
lease  delivered  this  day.'^     If  the  words  of  the  covenants,  the  stamp  was 
so  referred  to,  were  not  to  be  reckoned  in  calculating  the  ■'*®*^*®'*** 
amount  of  stamp  duty,  the  £\  stamp  would  be  sufficient ; 
but  if  otherwise,  a  higher  stamp  would  be  requisite,  as  the 
agreement  and  covenants  together  exceeded  1080  words. 
It  was  objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  cove- 
nants referred  to  must  be  considered  as  embodied  in  the 
agreement,  and  therefore  that  the  stamp  was  insufficient. 
The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  however,  received  the  agreement 

VOL.  VII.  F  p  M.  w. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas,  in  evidence^  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to 
^    ^     ^    enter  a  nonsuit^  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
Snebzum      it  was  inadmissible.    A  verdict  having  been  fiaund.  for  the 
Massball.    plaintiffj 

Kelly  now  moved  accordingly. — ^The  stamp  was  insuffi- 
cient^ because  the  covenants  in  the  lease  refisrred  to  must 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  agreement.  [Parke,  B. — ^The 
words  of  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Oreo.  S,  c.  184^  schedule, 
part  1,  *' Agreement/'  are  "together  with  every  schedule, 
receipt,  or  other  matter  put  or  indorsed  thereon  or  annexed 
thereto/'  In  Attwood  v.  SmdU  (a),  where  an  agreement 
referred  to  a  clause  in  a  former  agreement^  and  pro- 
vided that  it  should  extend  to  the  new  agreement  as  if  it 
had  been  repeated  therein,  it  was  held  that  tKe  clause 
referred  to  could  not  be  considered  as  '^  annexed  to'' 
the  new  agreement,  so  as  to  make  an  additional  stamp 
necessary.]  That  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  case. 
It  is  admitted  that  the  covenants  in  the  draft  lease  refer- 
red to  do  not  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  words — 
"  schedule,  receipt,  or  other  matter  put  or  indorsed  thereon 
or  annexed  thereto;"  but  they  form  part  of  the  agreement 
itself,  and  it  is  the  same  as  if  all  had  been  written  on  one 
sheet  of  paper.  It  might  have  been  otherwise  if  it  had 
said,  "  the  covenants  in  a  certain  indenture  of  lease  con- 
tained," but  this  is — '^in  a  draft  of  a  lease  delivered  this 
day."  The  question  cannot  depend  upon  the  fact  of  there 
being  one  continuous  writing,  nor  can  be  altered  by  the 
use  of  several  sheets  of  paper  referring  each  to  the  other.  It 
never  could  with  reason  be  held,  that  the  application  of  the 
additional  duty  should  be  prevented  by  the  latter  circum- 
stance. The  mere  fact  of  the  words  not  being  in  the  instru- 
ment itself,  cannot  exclude  them  from  computation. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  still  entertain  the  opinion 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  390;  1  M.  &  R.  246. 
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which  I  expressed  at  the  trial,  that  the  act  applies  only  to  Exeh.  rf  Pkatt 
the  instrument  itself^  and  to  the  schedules^  receipts,  and  ^  *    ^ 

other  matters  which  are  indorsed  thereon  or  annexed  Sneezum 
thereto;  and  that  matters  which  are  merely  referred  to,  Marshall. 
cannot  be  taken  into  account  in  computing  the  words  con- 
tained in  the  agreement.  According  to  Mr.  KeUy's  aipi- 
ment,  if  an  agreement  referred  to  any  number  of  deeds,  a 
reference  to  which  was  necessary  in  order  to  understand 
the  agreement,  it  would  be  necessary  to  stamp  the  instru- 
ment with  reference  to  the  number  of  words  contained  in 
every  deed.  No  principle  of  construction  would  warrant 
us  in  extending  the  provisions  of  the  Stamp  Act  so  far 
as  that* 

Pakkji,  B. — ^The  act  is  to  be  construed  strictly.  In 
Aitwood  V.  Small^  Lord  Tenterdenfs  judgment  proceeded  on 
the  ground,  that  ^^  the  words  of  the  clause  of  reference 
were  not  in  the  instrument,  nor  in  any  schedule,,  receipt, 
or  other  matter  put  or  indorsed  thereon,  or  annexed 
thereto.'^  Applying  that  principle  to  the  present  case, 
it  is  dear  that  no  increase  of  stamp  was  necessary ;  and 
therefixie  the  agreement  was  properly  received  in  evidence. 

Albbsson,  B. — ^Nothing  is  to  be  taken  into  account  in 
stamping  the  instrument,  except  what  is  written  on  the 
paper  itself  or  is  annexed  thereto, 

Gu&NET,  B. — ^The  words  which  impose  the  duty  spe- 
dfy  certain  classes  of  cases,  and,  in  my  opinion,  this  case 

la  not  within  them. 

Rule  refused. 
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BxdL  qf  Pleatf 
1841. 

"  Mackay  v.  Wood  and  Another. 

/an.  16.  A 

To  in  action  by  ixSSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptors  oft 
•gainst  the  ac-  hiU  of  exchange.  The  defendants,  who  were  under  terms 
of  cKhaw  "a  of  pleading  issnably,  applied  to  Gwmey,  B.,  at  chambers,  for 
plea  that  the      leave  to  plead  (in  addition  to  a  denial  of  the  acceptance  and 

drawer  had  , 

been  twice  indorsement),  that  before  the  making  of  the  biU  in  ques- 

that  hiirMtiue  ^OVL,  the  drawer  had  been  twice  bankrupt,  and  that  his 

iSt  ?n\h^*  estate  had  not  paid  15*.  in  the  pound  under  the  second 

pound  under  commission,  by  reason  whereof  the  property  in  the  ac- 

whereby  the  ccptcd  bill  vcstcd  in  the  assignee  under  the  second  com* 

biu^tedln***  missiou,  and  the  drawer  could  make  no  title  by  indorse- 

the  anipee  meut.    The  learned  Baron  had  refused  to  allow  the  latter 

under  the  se- 
cond ftat,  and     plea,  ou  the  ground  that  it  was  not  an  issuable  plea.    Butt 

could  make  no    bad  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendants 

me^oi°M  u!"  ®*^°^^  ^^*  ^®  **  liberty  to  plead  the  above  plea,  citing 
fuabie  plea.       EUton  V.  Broddick  (a). 

Cronyptan  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  plea  in  question  is 
not  an  issuable  plea,  because  it  does  not  go  to  the  merits. 
In  WettenhaU  v.  Graham  (i),  it  was  held  that  a  defendant 
who  is  under  terms  to  plead  issuably,  cannot  plead  that 
the  plaintiff  has  been  discharged  under  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act,  and  that  the  cause  of  action  has  passed  to 
his  assignees.  This  defence  is  in  substance  the  same. 
Besides,  the  plea  is  idle  and  frivolous;  for  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note  cannot  set  up  as  a  defence,  that  the  payee 
has  become  bankrupt,  whereby  his  indorsement  was  void, 
and  gave  the  indorsee  no  right  to  sue:  Dray  ton  v. 
Date  (c). 

Buttf  contra,  referred  to  Willis  v.  Hatteti  (d),  where  the 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  435.  (c)  2  B.  & C.  293;  3  D.  &  R. 534. 

(6)4  Bing.N.C.714;6Scott,603.    (<i)5Buig.N.C.465;  7Scott,474. 
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bankraptcy  of  a  plaiiiti£f  after  the  cause  of  action  had  ac-  Exeh,  qf  Pkat, 
cmed^  but  before  the  action  was  brought^  -was  held  to  be     ^   ^^^'  ^ 
an  issuable  plea.  Mackay 


Fabke^  B. — The  question  is,  whether  this  is  an  issuable 
plea  or  not^  because  if  it  is,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
plead  it  ex  debito  justitise.  If  it  were  clear  that  the  plea  would 
be  bad  on  demurrer,  I  agree  that  it  could  not  be  considered 
an  issuable  plea;  but  I  incline  at  present  to  think  that 
the  plea  is  good.  It  amounts  in  substance  to  this,  that, 
by  the  act  of  acceptance,  the  defendants  created  a  pro- 
perty in  the  plaintiff,  which  immediately  vested  in  a  third 
person.  In  Kitchen  v.  Barisch  (a),  which  was  an  action 
by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  it 
was  held  a  good  plea,  that  the  note  was  made  payable  to 
the  plaintiff  after  his  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  assignees 
had  required  the  defendant  to  pay  them  the  money  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff.  That  is  to  be  considered  an  issuable  plea, 
upon  which  a  decision  on  demurrer,  or  by  a  jury,  would  de- 
termine the  action  on  the  merits. 

Aldebson,  B. — Any  plea  must  be  considered  an  is- 
suable plea,  which,  being  determined  in  favoiir  of  the 
defendant,  shews  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  of  action. 
The  rule  to  be  collected  from  the  decision  of  this  Court  in 
Humphreys  v.  The  Earl  of  Waldegrave  (i),  is,  that  a  plea  is 
an  issuable  plea  which  tenders  some  matter,  upon  which, 
if  issue  be  taken,  the  case  would  be  decided  upon  the 
merits.    The  plea,  therefore,  must  be  allowed. 

GuENEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  7  East,  53.  (6)  6  M.  &  W.  622. 


Wood. 
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Arc*.  ^  PUa$9 
1841. 

Jan.  16. 

The  ttat  4  &  5 
Anne,  c  16, 
I.  4,  doet  not 
extend  to  the 
cateof  the 
Crown,  and 
therefore  the 
Court  has  no 
authority  to 
gire  a  defend- 
ant leare  to 
plead  aeTeral 
matters,  in  an 
information  of 
intrusion  filed 
hy  the  Attor- 
ney-General 


Attobney-Oenebal  V.  Donaldson  and  Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  information  of  intrusion^  filed  by  the  At- 
tomey-Oeneral  against  the  defendants,  who  were  oonunis- 
sioners  of  sewers^  and  who  had  as  such  commiasionen 
rated  the  palace  of  Kensington,  and  levied  the  rate  by 
distress  in  a  house  alleged  to  be  part  of  the  palace. 

Ogle  moved,  under  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  4,  for  leave  to 
plead  several  matters ;  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the 
house  was  not  part  of  the  Royal  Palace ;  thirdly,  that  the 
trespass  was  committed  by  the  defendants  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  statutes  relating  to  sewers.  In  the  Attorney' 
General  v.  Snow  (a),  the  defendant,  who  was  surety  for  a 
clerk  of  the  cashier  of  excise,  on  being  sued  by  information 
of  debt  upon  his  bond,  was  allowed  to  plead  double,  vis. 
non  est  factimi,  and  performance  of  the  conditions.  So, 
in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Huggins  (i),  which  was  an  action  for 
an  escape  for  the  debt  of  the  King  against  the  Warden  of 
the  Fleet,  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  plead  double.  It 
was  there  said  by  the  counsel  on  moving,  and  agreed  by 
the  Court,  that  this  statute  ''  extends  to  the  King's  suit 
as  well  as  to  that  of  the  subject." 

Parke,  B. — The  case  of  The  Attomey-Cteneral  v.  AU- 
good  {c)  is  an  authority  directly  in  point  agunst  this  ap- 
plication. There  Parker ,  C.  J.,  states,  that  since  the  deU- 
very  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  that  case,  (that  double 
pleading  ought  not  to  be  allowed  in  the  case  (rf  informations 
of  intrusion),  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Huggins  had  been  printed 
in  Comjms's  Eeports,  but  was  misreported ;  and  he  goes 
on  to  observe,  that  in  The  Attorney-General  v.  Snota,  (which 
also  had  been  since  printed  in  Bunbury),  the  reporter  had 
added  a  quaere,  whether  the  statute  extends  to  the  Crown. 

(a)  Bunb.  96.  (6)  Com.  Rep.  422.  (c)  Parker,  15. 
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He  then  states,  that,  notwithstanding  that  case,  he  sees  no  Exek.  of  Pleas, 
reason  to  depart  firom  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  Rex  v.  AU^  '  ^ 

good,  especially  as  it  was  confirmed  in  the  case  of  Rex  y.  Sir     Attorney- 

General 

C.  W.  Philip  (a),  and  the  practice  had  been  accordingly  ever  v. 

since.    We  therefore  think  that  the  cases  in  Bunbury  and      onaldsom. 
Comyns  must  be  taken  to  have  been  oyerruled^  and  that  the 
authority  of  the  Court  under  the  statute  4  &  5  Anne^  c.  16^ 
to  allow  double  pleadings  does  not  extend  to  this  case. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  HiL  Term,  20  Geo.  2. 


Jones  v.  Littleb. 

SJan.  16. 
LANDER. — ^The  declaration  stated^  that  the  plaintiff  was  sunder  for 

a  brewer^  and  that  the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  Ji]aiitlffthe foi- 
spoke  and  published  of  and  concerning  him  in  the  way  of  his  «  J'^JJuiT^ues 
trade  as  a  brewer,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  de-  <o^i  that  Mr. 

^  J.  (the  plain- 

iiEanatory  words  following : — ''  I  'U  (meaning  that  he,  the  tiff)  wu  in  « 
defendant  would)  bet  £5  to  £1,  that  Mr.  Jones  (meaning  f^  debrwiOiir 
the  plaintiff)  was  in  a  sponging-house  for  debt  within  the  JJ^jJf'i^S'J'can 
last  fortnight,  and  I  can  produce  the  man  who  locked  him  produce theman 

,.,-,,,  •,  .,    who  locked  him 

up;  the  man  told  me  so  himself:     whereupon  the  said  up;  theman 
Henry  Pye  then  asked  the  defendant,  "  Do  you  mean  to  iclc  "^A^d  \n' 
say,  that  Mr.  Jones,  brewer,  of  Rose  Hill,  (meaning  and  J"?''®'  ^°  '**• 

•"    ^  '    ^  '  .  following  quc8- 

describing  the  plaintiff),  has  been  in  a  sponging-house  tion  from  a  by- 
within  this  last  fortnight  for  debt?^^  and  thereupon  the  you  mean  to 
defendant  then  replied  to  the  said  Henry  Pye,  and  the  said  ",J;^er?^'*  ''*' 
other  persons  then  present,  "  Yes,  I  do."  Rowhiii,  haa 

,     been  to  a  spong- 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Li*  ing- house  with- 
in this  last  fort- 
night for  debt?" 
the  defendant  said,  "  Yes,  I  do."  The  jury  found  that  the  words  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  way  of  his  trade : — Held,  that  the  action  was  maintainable,  and  that  the  verdict  was  right,  as 
it  was  plain  from  the  conversation  that  the  words  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  character 
of  a  brewer. 

Semble,  also,  that  the  words  were  actionable  independently  of  that,  because  they  must  neces- 
sarily affect  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade  and  credit. 
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Eateh.  rf  PUat,  Yerpool  Assizes^  when^  no  special  damage  having  been 
^^^'  ,  proved,  it  was  objected,  on  the  authority  of  Ayre  v.  Cra- 
ven (a),  that  the  words  conld  not  be  considered  as  spoken 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  therefore 
that  he  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
fused to  nonsuit,  and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Kelly,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  applied  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered,  or  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested.  The  Court  refused 
a  rule  on  either  of  those  grounds,  but  granted  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  a  sug- 
gestion that  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  left  it  as  a 
question  to  the  jury  whether  the  words  were  spoken  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  did  not. 

CressweU  and  Wightman  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  jury 
have  foimd  that  the  words  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  ia 
the  way  of  his  trade,  and  in  so  doing  they  have  come  to  a 
right  conclusion.  The  words  alleged  to  have  been  spoken 
amount  to  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  insolvent, 
and  if  so,  it  must  apply  to  him  in  the  way  of  his  trade  as  a 
brewer.  The  case  oiAyre  v.  Craven  was  a  different  case  al- 
together. If  the  words  there  laid  had  been  alleged  to  have 
been,  that  in  the  plaintiff^s  character  of  physician  he  had 
been  incontinent,  they  would  have  been  actionable  in  them- 
selves, as  necessarily  affecting  him  in  his  professional  cha- 
racter. That  case  was  decided  on  the  authority  of  Lumhy 
V.  AUday  (A),  where  it  was  held  that  the  words  charged  as 
slanderous  must  shew  the  want  of  some  general  requisite, 
as  honesty,  capacity,  fidelity,  &c.,  or  connect  the  imputa- 
tion with  the  plaintiff^s  office,  trade,  or  business.  [Parker 
B. — The  case  of  Stanton  v.  Smith  (c)  is  directly  in  point. 

(a)  2  Ad.  &  £11.  2;  4  N.  &  M.  220.  (h)  1  Cr.  &  J.  305. 

(c)  2  Lord  Raym.  1480. 
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It  was  there  held,  that  it  was  actionable  to  say  of  a  trades-  Exek.  of  PUtu, 
man,  "  He  is  a  sorry  pitiful  fellow,  and  a  rogue;  he  com-  • 

pomided  his  debts  at  5^.  in  the  pound/'  though  there  was 
no  colloquium  of  his  trade :  but  if  the  question  was  put  to 
the  jury,  and  they  found  it  to  have  been  spoken  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  trade,  there  is  an  end  of  the  matter.]  Insol- 
yency  is  necessarily  connected  with  trade.  If  a  man  cannot 
pay  his  debts,  he  cannot  pay  his  mercantile  debts.  The 
damage  is  the  same,  whether  the  defendant  happens  to  be 
speaking  of  him  in  his  trade  of  a  brewer,  or  not.  [Akkrson, 
B. — Doyley  v.  Roberts  (a)  seems  to  be  an  authority  to  the 
contrary.  There  the  following  words  were  spoken  of  au 
attorney — ''  He  has  de&auded  his  creditors,  and  has  been 
horsewhipped  off  the  course  at  Doncaster '"  and  it  was  held 
that  they  were  not  actionable,  imless  they  were  spoken  of 
him  in  his  profession.]  The  words,  to  be  actionable,  must 
either  necessarily  affect  the  plaintiff  in  his  trade,  must  be 
spoken  of  him  in  his  trade,  or  must  be  shewn  to  have 
affected  him  injuriously.  In  Doyley  v.  Roberts,  and  Ayre 
1.  Craven,  the  words  did  not  necessarily  affect  the  party 
in  his  trade.  In  Com.  Dig.,  Action  upon  the  case  for 
Defamation,  (D.  22),  the  following  is  put  as  an  instance  of 
words  which  are  actionable : — '^  If  he  say  of  a  counsellor, 
'Thou  art  no  lawyer;  canst  not  make  a  lease;  they  are 
fools  that  come  to  thee  for  law.' '' 

Alexander,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^There  was  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  the  words  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  that  question  was  not  pro- 
perly left  to  the  jury.  \Rolfe,  B. — I  am  sure  I  put  the 
question  to  the  jury,  whether  the  words  were  spoken  of 
the  plaintiff  in  his  trade,  and  they  found  that  they  were.] 
The  rule  was  granted  on  that  groimd. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  quite  clear  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  835 ;  5  Scott,  40. 
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Aw*.  0/  PUtu,  discharged  for  the  only  ground  on  which  it  was  granted 

has  failed^  inasmuch  as  the  learned  Judge  did  leave  the 
question  to  the  jury^  whether  the  words  were  spoken  of 
the  plaintiff  in  his  trade;  and,  indeed,  it  is  plain  that  the 
words  were  soused,  from  the  fact,  that  in  the conyersation 
in  question,  the  plaintiff  was  spoken  of  as  a  brewer.  Inde- 
pendently of  that,  howeyer,  and  eyen  if  they  were  spoken 
of  him  in  his  private  character,  I  think  the  case  of  Stanioii 
y.  Smith  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  words  would  have 
been  actionable,  because  they  must  necesaarify  affect  him 
in  his  trade.  It  is  there  said,  ''We  were  all  of  opinion  that 
such  words  spoken  of  a  tradesman  must  greatly  lessen  tiie 
credit  of  a  tradesman,  and  be  very  prejudidal  to  him,  and 
therefore  that  they  were  actionable.''  That  case  is  distin* 
guishable  from  At/re  y.  Craven  and  Doyley  y.  Roberta.  In 
the  latter  of  those  cases,  the  words  were  not  spoken  of  the 
plaintiff  in  his  business  of  an  attorney ;  and  in  the  former 
it  did  not  appear  in  what  manner  the  immorality  was  con- 
nected with  the  plaintiff's  profession  of  a  physician :  and  it 
was  posrible  that  such  imputations  of  incorrect  conduct,  out 
of  the  line  of  their  respectiye  professions,  might  not  injure 
their  professional  characters.  But  this  case  is  distinguish- 
able, because  here  the  imputation  is  that  of  insolvency, 
which  must  be  injurious;  for  if  a  tradesman  be  incapable 
of  paying  all  his  debts,  whether  in  or  out  of  trade,  his  cre- 
dit as  a  tradesman,  which  depends  on  his  general  sol- 
vency, must  be  injured.  The  case  of  Stanton  v.  Smith,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  is  good  law,  notwithstanding  the  obser- 
vations of  Coltman,  J.,  in  Doyley  v.  Roberts. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Exek.  rf  PieMf 
1841. 

Todd  and  Another  v.  Emlt  and  Another, 

A  Jan.  19. 

ixSSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.    Plea,  non  a  dub  wu 

.k«««w««^^4.  formed,  by  the 

■«™P»*-  regulatioi^  of 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Abmger.  C.  B.,  at  the  which  the  mem- 

ben  paid  en- 

last  Summer  Assizes  at  Guildford^  when  it  appeared  that  tnmce-money 
the  action  was  brought  to  recover  firom  the  defendants^  tubacripdon, 
who  had  been  members  of  the  committee  of  the  late  l^^f^?*'^  ^*'. 

paid  for  proTi* 

Alliance  Club,  the  amount  of  a  bill  for  wine  supplied  for  "iont  supplied 

to  the  house. 

the  use  of  the  dub,  under  the  following  circumstances : —  The  ftmds  of 
The  members  of  the  Alliance  Club,  which  was  formed  in  depodte/i?  a 
the  year  1886,  were  the  proprietors  erf  the  dub  and  the  »>*«*««;•»  ">*  a 

^  *  .   *^  committee  was 

itnters  of  the  house.    They  paid  entrance-money  and  an  appointed  to 

IV       -J*  i.-i_«  'j^        n  ••  manage  the  af- 

annual  subscnption,  cash  being  paid  for  all  provisions  con-  (kin  of  the 
sumed  in  the  dub-house.    The  funds  were  deposited  at  a  admlnUter^e 
banker's  appointed  by  the  members  of  the  dub,  and  ^^^^  *>»'^°® 

^  member  of  the 

were  drawn  out  by  cheques  signed  by  three  of  the  com-  committee  had 
mittee,  and  countersigned  by  the  secretary.  The  rules  dnw'cheques, 
of  the  dub  were  not  in  evidence  at  the  trial.    The  wine  11!!!^^^^"* 

wno  were 

in  question  had  been  supplied  by  the  plaintiff's  to  the  order  chosen  for  that 

purposCy  and 

(tf  the  steward  of  the  dub,  given  in  the  presence  of  a  whose  signa- 
committeeman,  and  the  steward  had  on  several  occasions  ^untrnlgned 
given  similar  orders,  but  always,  as  he  stated,  first  apply-  ^y  ^^^J^f: 
ing  to  some  member  of  the  committee.    It  did  not  appear  in  an  action 
that  either  of  the  defendants  had  signed  any  cheques,  or  twoofthecom- 
had  individually  authorized  any  orders  for  wine.  tradcsman^who 

There  was  some  evidence   of  the  defendants  having  had  supplied 

wine  on  credit, 

attended  meetings  held  by  the  members  of  the  club  ordered  by  a 
after  it  had  ceased   to   exist,  at  which  the  affairs  of  committee  for^ 
the  club  were  discussed  with  a  view  to  an  arrangement  culb^'uiat  the 
with  the  creditors,  and  evidence  was  offered  of  a  con-  tradesman  was 

not  entitled  to 

versation,  in  which  it  was  said  that  the  defendants  had  recover,  with- 
admitted  their  liability;   but  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  ex-  cUhcrthat^he 

defendants  were 
priTy  to  the  contract,  or  that  the  dealing  on  credit  was  in  furtherance  of  the  common  object  and 
pvrposci  of  the  dub. 
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Exeh.  of  Phot,  pressed  an  opinion^  that  it  was  merely  an  attempt  as  men 
_  '  ^  of  honour  to  save  the  creditors  harmless^  and  did  not 
make  the  defendants  liable ;  and  the  case  was  not  left  to 
the  jury^  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  submitting  to  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintifiPs^  upon  leave  being  reserved  to  him 
'  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  T^en^er  having,  in  Michaehnas 
Term,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Cresswell  and  Piatt  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  question 
in  this  case  is,  whether  there  was  evidence  to  be  left  to 
the  jury,  that  these  defendants  authorized  the  contract 
declared  on  to  be  made  with  the  plaintiffs  on  their  behalf. 
In  the  case  of  a  partnership,  each  member  of  the  firm 
gives  to  the  others  an  authority  to  contract  in  his  name;  but 
it  is  not  necessary  to  contend  for  the  existence  of  a  part- 
nership in  this  case,  for  there  may  be  a  similar  authority 
given  without  any  partnership ;  and  if  persons  for  their 
mutual  convenience,  or  other  object,  give  to  a  party  au- 
thority to  contract  in  their  name,  they  are  responsible. 
Now  there  was  abundant  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  in 
this  case,  that  Chapman,  who  was  the  steward  of  the 
club,  and  who  ordered  the  wine  in  question,  was  aa- 
thorized  by  the  defendants  to  make  the  purchase  on  their 
credit, — it  matters  not  here  whether  as  individuals  only,  or 
in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  committee  or  the  whole  club. 
If  so,  the  verdict  was  right,  and  ought  not  to  be  disturbed* 
The  Alliance  Club  was  not,  as  in  the  case  of  White's  or 
Crockford's,  under  the  management  of  the  steward  or  pro- 
prietors of  the  house ;  but  the  members  were  themselves 
the  proprietors  of  the  establishment,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  United  Service  Club,  and  the  committee  was  a  body 
delegated  by  them  to  conduct  the  affairs  of  the  clubj 
over  which  they  were  to  exercise  an  absolute  control. 
The  committee,  therefore,  would  exercise  a  control  over 
the  orders  for  goods,  as  well  as  over  the  payments.  The 
orders  for  wine  were  invariably  directed  by  the  commit- 
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tee^  and  whatever  portion  of  them  might  be  there  to  act^  Exek.  of  puat, 
it  was  the  act  of  the  committee.     IParke,  B. — It  is  only     ^  ^  '   . 
the  act  of  those  committeemen  who  were  present.]    There         Todd 
was  a  general  authority  given  to  the  steward  to  order  wine        Eult. 
firom  the  plaintiffs^  and  in  that  view,  as  members  of  the 
dub,  the  defendants  are  liable.     Supplies  of  this  kind  are 
absolutely  necessary  to  the  existence  of  a  club,  and  are 
notorious  to  all  the  members.    Then,  upon  whose  credit 
were  they  furnished?    It  cannot  be  said  on  the  credit  of 
Chapman,  for  he  was  a  mere  servant.    It  is  clear  that  the 
credit  was  given  to  the  members  of  the  club,  for  whose  use 
the  goods  were  supplied,  and  it  follows  that  all  of  them  are 
liable.     There  is  abundant  evidence  of  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  members,  that  such  orders  were  given  from 
time  to  time,  and  they  are  responsible  for  those  orders. 
When  persons  combine  together,  and  undertake  to  carry 
put  one  common  object,  every  person  who  interferes  be- 
comes responsible ;  that  the  orders  are  given  by  different 
parties  makes  no  difference,  all  are  equally  liable.    The  case 
oiHorsley  v.  Bell  (a)  is  a  distinct  authority  for  the  plaintiffs. 
There,  an  act  of  Parliament  having  been  passed  to  make  a 
certain  brook  navigable,  the  defendants  and  others  were 
named  commissioners  to  carry  the  act  into  execution,  by 
which  tolls  were  to  be  taken,  and  the  commissioners  were 
empowered  to  borrow  money  thereon.    A  treasurer  and 
surveyor  were  appointed,  and  the  work  was  commenced. 
The  defendants  were  all  acting  commissioners,  by  whom 
the  plaintiff  was  employed  to  do  certain  work  in  prose^ 
cution  of  the  scheme,  and  to  whom  they  gave  orders  from 
time  to  time.    These  orders  were  given  at  different  meet- 
ings by  such  of  the  defendants  as  were  present,  but  none 
of  them  were  present  at  all  the  meetings  at  which  the 
orders  were  given ;  so  that  the  defendants  did  not  join  in 
all  the  orders,  but  every  one  of  them  joined  in  making 

(a)  Ambler,  770;  1  Bro.  C.  C.  101. 
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Mjtek.  0/  piMt,  some  one  of  the  orders :  and  they  were  all  held  Uable. 


1841. 


The  acting  commissioners  in  that  case  are  analogous  to 
the  committeemen  in  the  present,  who  take  upon  them- 
Belves  the  management  of  the  dub,  as  the  commiasionerB 
did  the  carrying  out  of  the  objects  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  orders  there  were  to  make  one  entire 
thing.]     Yes;  but  that  was  to  be  dcme  by  performing  dit 
ferent  acts.     Here  there  was  equally  one  entire  thing,  -m. 
the  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  club.    Every  indiii- 
dual  act  that  is  done  is  part  of  the  general  management. 
[Lord  AHngeTy  C.  B. — In  the  case  of  Flemyng  t.  Hector  [a), 
in  thisCourt,  the  rulesof  the  club  were  produced  in  evidence 
and  one  was  that  cash  should  be  paid,  and  no  credit  given. 
Aldersan,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  there  was  evidenes 
for  the  jury  that  the  committee  undertook  generaUy  to 
manage  the  affairs  of  the  club  on  their  credit.]     There 
was  abundant  evidence  of  that ;  and  if  so,  they  were  liable. 
IParke,  B. — ^There  is  no  doubt  in  this  case,  that  the  stew- 
ard who  gives  the  order  is  primft  fade  liable,  unless  he 
can  make  out  that  he  recdved  an  order  firom  some  one 
else,  and  then  he  is  not  personally  liable.    Then  who  gave 
the  orders  to  the  steward  ?    Not  the  defendants ;  then  you 
must  go  further,  and  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  order  was 
given  by  some  person  having  power  to  bind  them;  the 
question  then  is,  have  you  given  reasonable  evidence  of 
that?]    The  steward  gave  the  order  on  behalf  of  the 
dub,  or  committee,  from  whom  he  had  a  general  au- 
thority, and  was  not  therefore  personally  Uable.    There 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  committee  repudiated  what 
had  been  done  by  Chapman,  on  the  authority  under  whidi 
the  contraet  was  made.    Then  with  respect  to  what  took 
place  after  the  dissolution  of  the  club,  at  the  meeting  of  the 
members,  that  was  evidence  for  the  jury,  and  had  the  case 
gone  to  them,  must  have  been  left  as  a  question  for  them 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  172. 
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to  decide.     [Lord  Abmger^  C.  B. — Nothing  went  to  the  -Src*.  </  PUui 
jury.  What  took  place  at  that  meeting  I  considered  only  an 
attempt^  as  men  of  honour^  to  sare  the  creditors  harmless.} 

Hiesiger,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^This  was  treated  at 
the  trial  entirely  as  a  question  df  law^  and  there  is  no 
ground  for  saying  that  any  legal  liability  attached  to  the 
defendants.  The  extent  of  the  authority  of  the  committee 
did  not  fully  appear^  but  it  appeared  that  they  had  control 
over  the  funds  of  the  dub  for  certain  purposes.  Those  funds 
could  only  be  obtained  by  means  of  the  signature  of  three 
of  the  committee;  but  the  cheques  so  signed  were  to  be 
countersigned  by  the  secretary.  The  committee  were 
therefore  trustees  of  the  fund,  and  that  was  the  whole 
extent  of  the  evidence  as  to  their  power.  Assuming  that 
the  whole  body  of  the  committee  are  the  agents  of  the 
dub,  still  it  is  clear  that  no  single  member  of  the  com- 
mittee can  act  as  such  agent.  In  the  case  of  FUmyng 
V.  Hector,  it  was  held  that  the  committee  at  large  were  not 
agents  for  the  club,  to  bind  the  members  in  respect  of  con- 
tracts entered  into  by  them,  for  that  the  committee  had 
no  right  to  pledge  the  personal  credit  of  the  members. 
But  then  it  is  said  that  the  members  of  the  committee 
haye  power  to  bind  one  another.  But  the  steward,  al- 
though he  had  a  general  authority,  never  acted  on  that, 
but  invariably  applied  to  some  member  oi  the  committee, 
and  with  respect  to  the  wine  in  question,  one  of  the  com- 
mittee was  present  when  the  order  for  it  was  given.  It  is 
true  that  the  defendants  were  aware  of  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiffs  supplied  the  wines  to  the  dub;  but  that,  in 
Flemynff  v.  Hector,  was  not  considered  as  a  circumstance 
which  affected  the  liability  of  the  members.  These  de- 
fendants had  no  further  knowledge  of  this  matter  than 
other  members  of  the  club.  In  Horsley  v.  Bell,  all  the 
acting  commissioners  were  attending  firom  time  to  time, 
and  taking  part  in,  and  giving  orders  for,  the  prosecution 
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Sxek.  of  pum,  of  the  works^  whereas  in  the  present  case  there  was  no  en- 

dence  to  shew  that  the  defendants  ever  gave  a  single 
order.  In  Thomas  v.  Edwards  {a),  which  was  an  action  by 
an  innkeeper  against  one  of  the  committee  of  a  candidate 
at  a  contested  election^  for  refreshments  supplied  to  voters^ 
which  were  in  fact  ordered  through  a  third  party,  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  the  party  ordering 
them  was  employed  by  the  defendant  alone,  or  by  the  de- 
fendant and  others,  to  do  so,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
not  acting  merely  as  agent  for  some  other  person.  The 
credit  is  not  given,  in  cases  of  this  sort,  to  the  members  of 
the  club,  or  to  any  particular  individuals  in  it,  but  to  the 
establishment  generally,  to  the  respectability  of  which  the 
tradesman  trusts  for  payment. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  strikes  me,  after  considering 
this  question  very  much,  that  those  gentlemen  who  are 
members  of  the  committee  are  not  in  the  nature  of  agents, 
to  bind  the  club  by  their  contracts ;  but  that  they  are  trus- 
tees, having  the  management  and  the  administration  of  the 
fimds  of  the  club.  It  does  not  appear  upon  the  evidence, 
that  they  were  authorized  by  any  members  of  the  dub  to 
deal  on  credit,  but  only  to  expend  the  fdnds  which  they 
had  in  their  possession  as  trustees.  To  be  sure  they  can- 
not authorize  the  paying  away  of  those  funds,  except  by 
the  agreement  of  the  other  members  of  the  dub.  It 
must  be  assumed  here,  that  the  members  of  the  club  gene- 
rally did  agree  that  three  particular  trustees  should  dispose 
of  the  funds  by  drawing  cheques ;  but  one  trustee  cannot 
bind  another  by  his  act,  nor  can  one  of  these  gentlemen 
constitute  himself  agent  of  another.  If  it  were  provided 
by  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  dub,  that  the  committee, 
conducting  the  affairs  of  the  club,  should  have  authority 
to  make  contracts  for  the  club,  then  they  might  make 
contracts  for  each  other ;  but  in  the  absence  of  any  evi- 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  215. 
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dence  of  that  kind,  what  is  it  more  than  the  case  of  a  set  Exek,  of  PUat, 
of  gentlemen  being  named  as  trustees  to  manage  a  fund? 
The  fund  is  placed  in  the  banker^s  hands,  and  there  it  is 
to  remain  to  answer  the  demands  of  the  club ;  but  it  does  . 
not  appear  that  the  committee  authorized  each  other  to 
pledge  each  other's  credit,  or  that  the  club,  as  a  body,  au- 
thorized the  committee  to  pledge  their  credit ;  nor  were 
they  bound  or  authorized  to  contract  upon  credit.  That 
is  the  principle  laid  down  in  Flemyng  v.  Hector;  and  it  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  applicable  to  this  case,  imless  it  can  be 
shewn,  that  by  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  club  the  com- 
mittee were  authorized  to  contract  upon  credit,  or  that  in 
any  other  way  the  whole  club  agreed  that  the  committee 
should  make  such  contracts.  Suppose  a  man  appoints  by 
deed  trustees  to  manage  a  particular  fund,  is  one  of  those 
persons  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  other  ?  It  seems  to  me 
that  he  is  not;  one  cannot  make  himself  the  agent  for  an- 
other; each  is  liable  for  his  own  acts  only.  To  make  each 
other  liable,  they  must  meet  together,  and  concur  in  any 
act  that  may  be  done  by  them  as  trustees.  Here  the  evi- 
dence does  not  fix  the  two  defendants  as  having  authority 
to  pay  for  the  wine  or  to  give  orders. 

Pabke,  B. — It  is  difficult  to  say  that  there  was  not  some 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury ;  because  the  defendants'  acts,  in 
attending  meetings,  and  offering  sums  of  money  by  way 
of  compromise  to  the  creditors,  are  undoubtedly  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury.  I  do  not  say  that  it  is  evidence  to  which 
one  ought  to  attach  much  weight :  but  if  I  were  asked  the 
question,  whether  there  was  or  not  some  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury,  I  should  certainly  hesitate  before  I  said  there  was 
not.  It  is  the  jury  who  are  to  put  a  construction  on  those 
acts.  I  think,  however,  that  the  construction  put  by  my 
Lord  upon  one  of  those  acts  is  that  which  the  jury  ought 
to  put  upon  it,  namely,  an  attempt  as  men  of  honour  to 
get  up  a  subscription  among  themselves,  in  order  to  let 

VOL.  VII.  GO  M.  w. 
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iona.  My  impresaion  tl 
laJthoiigli  there  might  be  some  evidence  on  the  latter  part 
I  of  the  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  though  vciy  slight,  yet  that 
1  on  the  fcarmer  part  of  the  case  the  plaintiffs  have  foiled, 
I  that  is,  they  have  not  shewn,  with  sufficient  clearness,  any 
I  privity  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  the  contract,  or 
I  any  knowledge  that  any  committeeman  was  authorized  to 
I  deal  upon  credit  for  the  others. 


Aldebsok,  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  view  of  the 
!Me  taken  by  my  Brother  Parke,  and  think  that  as  the 
I  members  of  a  club  generally,  (as  was  held  in  the  case  of 
I  Flemyn</  y.  Hector,)  are  to  be  considered  as  not  having  au- 
I  thorized  anybody  to  deal  for  them  upon  credit,  so  here  the 
I  committee  were  anthorised  only  to  deal,  as  a  bodyj  for  ready 
Inoney.    But  at  the  same  time,  if  any  of  the  members 
I  of  the  committee  choose  to  contract  not  for  ready  money, 
■those  members  of  the  committee  who  have  so  contracted 
B«re  liable  upon  their  own  contract,  and  the  members  who 
lave  not  concurred  in  it  are  not  liable,  unless  that  be  the 
x>mmon  purpose  for  which  the  committee  was  appointed. 
[  thick  the  plaintiffs  have  failed  as  to  the  common  pur- 
Granting  Mr.  CrestvieU's  argument  to  be  as  he  puts 
.,  still  they  foil ;  for  they  do  not  shew  that  this  contract 
a  within  the  common  purpose,     I  think,  therefore,  that 
e  shoold  be  a  new  trial,  as  there  may  be  evidence  to 
Iter  the  cue  in  that  respect. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  the  tradesmen  go  hannless ;  but  I  think  it  cannot  be  con- 
^^^'  ^    sidered  as  an  admission  of  liability*     If  it  is  contended, 
that  that  attempt  at  a  settlement  was  an  admission  that 
.  the  committee  were  anthoiized  to  enter  into  the  contracts, 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury.    Then  we  come  to  the  other, 
which  is  the  main  point  of  the  case,  and  upon  which  it  may 
be  urged,  that  where  parties  enter  into  one  common  pur- 
pose of  acting  together,  each  of  them  has  authority  to 
bind  the  others  to  the  extent  of  attaining  that  common 
purpose.  But  the  defect  in  the  plaintiffs'  case  is,  that  there 
is  no  common  purpose  shewn,  of  dealing  on  credit  for 
such  articles  as  were  supplied  in  this  case.    The  evidence 
shews  that  a  fund  was  subscribed,  which  fund  was  to  be 
administered  by  a  committee.    The  committee  can  only 
be  supposed  to  have  agreed  to  do  that  which  the  sub- 
scribers to  the  club  had  power  themselves  to  do,  that 
is,  to  administer  that  fund  so  far  as  it  went.    They  were 
not  expected  to  deal  on  credit,  except  for  such  articles  as  it 
might  be  immediately  necessary  for  them  to  have  dealt  for 
on  credit.     The  making  purchases  of  what  was  necessary 
would  be  only  what  they  ought  to  do  according  to  the 
trust  reposed  in  them,  and  these  must  be  taken  to  be  pur- 
chases for  ready  money,  unless  distinct  evidence  was  given 
that  they  were  authorized  to  enter  into  contracts  on  the 
part  of  the  general  body  for  the  common  purpose,  and  to 
deal  on  credit,  so  as  to  make  one  the  agent  for  another.  It 
might  be  different,  perhaps,  in  the  case  of  hiring  the  ser- 
vants of  the  establishment,  where  there  must  necessarily 
be  credit  for  a  certain  period,  because  you  cannot  pay 
wages  down;  but  as  to  butcher's  meat,  wine,  furniture, 
and  almost  anything  else,  those  may  be  ready  money  trans- 
actions.    Unless  there  is  some  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
each  member  of  the  committee  must  be  considered  as 
exercising  only  a  concurrent  authority  with  the  others  in 
the  due  administration  of  the  fund,  and  obtaining  credit 
for  such  matters  only  as  cannot  be  the  subject  of  ready 
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money  transactions.     My  impression  therefore  is,  that  Bxek,  of  Pleas, 

although  there  might  be  some  evidence  on  the  latter  part 

of  the  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  though  very  slight,  yet  that 

on  the  former  part  of  the  case  the  plaintiffs  have  failed^ 

that  iS;  they  have  not  shewn,  with  sufficient  clearness,  any 

privity  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  the  contract,  or 

any  knowledge  that  any  committeeman  was  authorized  to 

deal  upon  credit  for  the  others. 

Alderson,  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  view  of  the 
case  taken  by  my  Brother  Parke,  and  think  that  as  the 
members  of  a  club  generally,  (as  was  held  in  the  case  of 
Flemyng  v.  Hector,)  are  to  be  considered  as  not  having  au- 
thorized anybody  to  deal  for  them  upon  credit,  so  here  the 
committee  were  authorized  only  to  deal,  as  a  body,  for  ready 
money.  But  at  the  same  time,  if  any  of  the  members 
of  the  committee  choose  to  contract  not  for  ready  money, 
those  members  of  the  committee  who  have  so  contracted 
are  liable  upon  their  own  contract,  and  the  members  who 
have  not  concurred  in  it  are  not  liable,  unless  that  be  the 
common  purpose  for  which  the  committee  was  appointed. 
I  think  the  plaintiffs  have  failed  as  to  the  common  pur- 
pose. Granting  Mr.  CressweIVs  argument  to  be  as  he  puts 
it;  still  they  fail ;  for  they  do  not  shew  that  this  contract 
was  within  the  common  purpose.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
there  should  be  a  new  trial,  as  there  may  be  evidence  to 
alter  the  case  in  that  respect. 

Rule  absolute. 


o  G  2 
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Exeh,  of  Pteatf 
1841. 

Jan.  19. 
A  bill  of  ex. 


Shelton  and  Others  t;.  Braithwaite. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer  of  a 

been^drawn"^  biU  of  exchange.     Plea,  that  the  defendant  had  not  re- 

upon  a.  B.,  ceived  due  notice   of  dishonour.      At  the  trial  before 

was  accepted 

by  him,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  in  this  term,  it  ap- 
indorsed  by  the  peared  that  the  bill  was  drawn  by  the  defendant  upon 
plain  tiffs?  who  *^^  accepted  by  one  A.  B.,  and  that  it  had  been  in- 
indorsed  it  to  dorsed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  indorsed 

the  Binning-  .  -^  .       ,  . 

ham  and  Mid-  it  ovcr  to  the  Birmingham  and  Midland  Counties'  Bank, 

Bank,°who  in-  who  indorsed  it  to  one  Williams.    The  bill  became  due  on 

wr*ThVbi?r  *^®  ^^*^  ^^  August,  when  it  was  presented  for  payment 

having  been  and  dishonoured.    Williams  then  gave  notice  to  the  bank, 

dishonoured  .  ii../«^ 

when  due,  w.  who  gavo  uoticc  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  wrote  to  the  defend- 

fi*tTthc  ba^nk,  ^ut  as  follows : — "  Dear  Sir — To  my  surprise  I  have  re- 

who  gave  notice  ^eivcd  an  intimation  from  the  Birmingham  and  Midland 

tiffs,  one  of  Countics'  Bank,  that  your  draft  on  A.  B.  is  dishonoured, 

whom  wrote  the  ,ti  ti  ii 

following  letter  and  I  havc  requested  them  to  proceed  on   the  same.' 

^:— "^Dear  There  was  no  proof  of  the  existence  of  any  other  bill  to 

sir,--To  my  which  the  letter  cotdd  apply,  and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  ver- 

Burpnse,  I  have  *  *  ^ '  x 

received  an  in-  dict,  Icavc  being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

timation  from 
the  Birming- 

land  CounUes"        GuTuey  uow  movcd  accordingly. — ^A  notice  of  dishonour 

Bank,  that  must  coutaiu,  either  expressly  or  by  necessary  inference, 

your  draft  on  '  .  . 

A.  B.  is  disho-  all  the  knowledge  relative  to  the  bill  which  the  defendant 

have  requested  ^s  entitled  to  havc.     This  notice  is  not  a  sufficient  descrip- 

onXwrn^'^  tion  of  the  bill.    It  says  only,  "  your  draft  on  A.  B./'  which 

Held,  that  if  was  insufficient.    No  date  is  given,  nor  does  it  even  appear 

there  was  more 

than  one  bill  to  that  the  bill  had  been  accepted.  It  is  not  even  called  a  bill 

TouW  apply," It  ^^  exchange,  and  the  words  used  would  rather  refer  to  a 

lay  upon  the  de-  cheque.     There  is  no  case  where  such  a  notice  has  been 

fendant  to  prove  ^ 

that  fact,  in  or-  held  Sufficient.     [Alderson,  B. — Still  the  Court  must  take 

uncertainty.  iuto  Consideration  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the 

thfuu^r^^wa  knowledge  which  the   defendant  has  of  those  circum- 

good  notice  of  stauccs :  and  no  other  bill  is  shewn  to  exist.]     If  there 

dishonour.  ' 
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was  but  one  bill,  it  was  for  the  plaintiffs  to  have  established  J^'^*-  </  ^^os, 
that  fact,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  in  their  favour.  ^ 

Until  the  plaintiffs  shew  that  there  was  but  one  bill,  the  Shelton 
notice  is  insufficient,  without  giving  the  date,  or  shewing  Braithwaitb. 
that  it  had  been  accepted,  and  by  whom,  so  as  to  identify  it. 
Besides,  it  does  not  sufficiently  appearfrom  this  letter 
that  the  plaintiffs  intended  to  look  to  the  defendant  for 
payment.  It  has  been  held  that  the  party  must  shew  by 
his  notice  that  he  looks  to  the  defendant  as  liable  to  him 
on  the  bill.  The  notice  is  a  substitute  for  the  protest 
which  was  formerly  made,  and  which  contained  an  exact 
description  of  the  bill. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  the  notice  was  sufficient. 
If  there  were  other  bills  or  drafts  to  which  the  notice 
could  apply,  it  was  for  the  defendant  to  shew  that.  As  he 
has  not  done  so,  the  maxim  "  de  non  apparentibus  et  de 
non  existentibus  eadem  est  ratio^^  must  apply.  If  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  were  other  bills  or  drafts,  we  cannot 
presume  that  there  were  any  such. 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  notice  was  quite 
sufficient.  If  there  was  another  bill  answering  the  same 
description,  the  defendant  might  have  proved  that  fact, 
and  then  the  notice  would  have  been  uncertain ;  but  as 
there  is  no  such  proof,  I  think  the  notice  is  a  sufficient 
description  of  the  bill  on  which  the  action  is  brought.  Then 
as  to  the  other  point :  the  word  "  dishonour'^  is  a  technical 
word,  which  intimates  that  the  bill  has  been  presented  and 
refused  payment;  and  then  the  concluding  part  of  the 
notice  clearly  shews  that  the  plaintiffs  meant  to  hold  the 
defendant,  and  all  other  collateral  parties,  liable  for  the 
default  of  the  acceptor.  The  Birmingham  and  Midland 
Counties'  Bank  must  be  assumed  to  be  the  plaintiffs'  agents 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment  of  the  biU.  That 
being  so^  all  the  essentials  that  are  required  to  charge  the 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  drawer  occur  in  this  case^  which  comes  within  the  princi- 

1841 

V,— ^,,,-L^     pies  laid  down  in  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (a),  and  other  cases  on 
SHELTON      ^Ym  subject. 

Braithwaits. 

Alderson^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  notice  is  sufficient^  taking  into  consideration 
what  must^  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  be  the  fects  on 
which  their  judgment  is  to  be  founded ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
knowledge  of  the  party  to  whom  the  notice  is  given,  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  given.  K  he  who  has 
pecuharly  the  means  of  knowing  whether  there  are  more 
bills  than  one,  does  not  shew  to  the  Court  that  there  are 
more,  the  reasonable  inference  is  that  there  is  but  one. 
Then,  if  the  party  by  whom  a  bill  of  exchange  has  been 
drawn  on  A.  B.  (there  being  but  one  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  him  on  A.  B.)  receives  a  notice  that  his  draft  on 
A.  B.  has  been  dishonoured,  that,  as  it  seems  to  me,  cleariy 
refers  to  the  bill  of  exchange  which  he  has  drawn  on  A.  B. 
The  defendant  has  therefore  notice  that  the  particular  bill 
on  which  the  action  is  brought  has  been  dishonoured. 
Now  the  term  "  dishonoured'^  is  a  technical  word  which, 
as  my  brother  Parke  has  said,  imports  that  the  bill  has 
been  presented  for  payment,  and  has  not  been  paid  by 
the  acceptor.  So  far,  then,  it  appears  that  the  bill  of 
exchange  has  been  presented  to  the  acceptor,  and  has  not 
been  paid  when  due.  Then  the  remaining  question  is, 
does  the  party  who  gives  the  notice  intimate  with  sufficient 
clearness  his  intention  to  hold  the  defendant  liable  ?  He 
informs  him  that  he  has  requested  the  Birmingham  and 
Midland  Bank  (who  are  the  persons  whom  he  in  the 
same  notice  states  to  have  presented  the  bill  ineffectu- 
ally) to  proceed  on  the  same;  which  means,  to  proceed 
on  the  same  against  all  those  who  are  liable,  and  if 
against  all,  of  course  the  defendant  is  included.  That 
fulfils  all  the  requisites  of  a  notice  of  dishonour.    The 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  194;  1  Scott,  1. 
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notice  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  defendant's  ^ck,  rf  PUas, 

means  of  knowledge,  and  I  think  there  is  enough  here  to  '  ^ 

shew  that  he  must  have  felt  in  his  own  mind  that  this  was  Shelton 

a  perfect  notice  of  dishonour  of  the  bill  in  question.  Braxthwaite. 

OuRNET;  B.;  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Doe  d.  Lowndes  v.  Roe, 


Ha 


Jan,  21, 


lYES  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.  Service  of  ade- 

clar&tion  wss 

The  affidavit  on  which  he  moved  stated,  that  the  service  effected  by 
was  eflFected  bypassing  the  copy  of  the  declaration  and  c^'S  Ac  de- 
notice  under  the  door  of  the  dwelling-house,  the  tenant  ciaration  and 

"      ^  notice  under 

being  at  the  time  in  the  house,  but  refusing  to  open  the  the  door  of  the 
door^  or  listen  to  the  explanation  which  was  attempted  to  the^^fy  being 
be  given  of  the  object  and  notice  of  the  service.  the^nw^^and*' 

refusing  to  open 
the  door,  or 

Per  Curiam. — If  you  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  listen  to  the 
party  was  in  the  house  and  aware  of  what  you  were  doings  gfven°ofUic  ob- 
it was  sufficient  service.  JV'^"**  °»^"'« 

of  the  service : 


Rule  granted. 


—Held  suffi- 
cient. 


Deriemer  v.  Fenna. 

A  Jan,  21. 

DECLARATION  in  debt  stated,  '^  that  the  defendant  A  declaration 

was  indebted  to  the  plaintiflF  in  the  sum  of  &c.,  for  goods  that*thc*defen- 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff  at  his  j^Jf^J"  ^'Jj' 
request.^'     To  this  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  on  the  plaintiff  "  for 

goods  sold  and 

ground  that  the  count  was  ambiguous.     Miller  had  ob-  delivered  to  the 

defendant  by 
the  plaintiff  at 

hit  request."      The  defendant  having  demurred  specially  to  this  declaration,  on  the  ground  of 

its  being  ambiguous,  the  Court  set  the  demurrer  aside  as  frivolous. 
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Eieh.  of  Pleas,  tained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  demurrer  should  not 
^   ^^^'  ^     be  set  aside  as  frivolous. 

Deriemer 

Fenna.  Cbfe  now  shewed  cause. — The  declaration  is  not  in  ac- 

cordance with  the  form  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  rule 
of  Trinity  Term  1  Will.  4.  Its  meaning  is  at  least  doubt- 
fiil^  and  it  is  laid  down  as  a  rule  in  Stephen  on  Plead- 
ing (a),  that  '^  Pleadings  must  not  be  ambiguous  or  doubt- 
ful in  meaning;  and  when  two  different  meanings  present 
themselves,  that  construction  shall  be  adopted  which  is 
most  unfavourable  to  the  party  pleading/'  According  to 
the  grammatical  construction, the  pronoun  "his*'  refers  to 
the  last  antecedent,  and  if  it  is  so  taken  here^  the  declara- 
tion will  be  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant 
at  the  plaintiff's  request. 

Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — If  you  judge  by  the  context,  it 
clearly  is  meant  to  be,  at  the  defendant's  request.  In  the 
English  language,  the  meaning  of  particular  words  or 
phrases  very  frequently  depends  upon  the  context.  In 
Spyer  v.  Thelwell  (A),  Parke,  B.  says,  "With  regard  to  the 
objection  to  the  first  count,  although  certainly,  prima  facie, 
the  word  "his"  would  refer  to  the  last  antecedent,  viz.  the 
defendant ;  yet  if  we  call  in  aid  a  little  common  sense,  we 
see  plainly  that  it  does  not  and  cannot  refer  to  him^  but 
to  the  drawer."     That  is  an  authority  expressly  in  point. 

Parke,  B. — It  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient  if  a  declara- 
tion is  certain  to  a  common  intent  in  general ;  and  this  is  so. 
The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  absolute. 

Gurney,  B.,  and  Rolpe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(«)  4th  Ed.  421.  (6)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  602. 
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Etch,  of  Pleas, 
1481. 

Tapsell  v.  Crosskey. 
Same  v.  Vernham. 

— ^  Jan.  21. 

IrESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  The  words  "in- 

^  ,  f      ,     -  closed  land8,»» 

close.     Flea^  not  guilty  (by  statute).    At  the  trial  before  in  the  97th 
Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes  at  Lewes,  Xi^s  ofthV' 
it  appeared  that  these  actions  were  brought  for  the  pur-  Jq*^p*J*  ^26 
pose  of  trying  the  right  of  the  surveyor  of  the  commis-  mean  lands 
sioners  of  the  Hickstead  Turnpike  Boad  to  dig  and  carry  tuaiiy  inclosed 
away  flints  &c.,  from  a  place  caUed  the  Holt  HUl,  which  ^"fhfences"'^*'* 
formed  part  of  the  Newtimber  Holt  Sheep  Down,  in  the  *"^  therefore 

where  lands  si- 

county  of  Sussex.     The  locus  in  quo  was  bounded  partly  tuate  on  the 

by  a  hedge  and  ditch,  partly  by  banks  or  ridges,  and  not  fenced'off, 

partly  by  doles,  (a  provincial  term,  signifying  a  conical  although  private 

lump  of  earth  about  two  feet  high,  raised  to  denote  the  ^«w»  t*>»t  a 

surveyor  ap- 

boundaries  of  parishes,  &;c.  on  downs),  and  a  portion  of  it  pointed  by  the 
{where  the  ground  was  steep)  was  without  any  visible  boun-  mig^'take  ma- 
dary.     The  Holt  Sheep  Down  was  not  subject  to  any  **"*|*^°f*^* 
rights  of  common.     The  flints  were  dug  and  carried  away  turnpike  road, 
for  the  repair  of  the  Hickstead  road,  by  the  direction  of  der  of  justices 
the  surveyor;  but  no  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  of  the°98th*8cc- 
the  surveyor's  intention  to  take  materials  from  the  Holt  t>on»^«?c*>  *a*»^» 

"  not  being  with- 

Hill,  nor  had  any  order  of  justices  been  obtained  autho-  in  the  meaning 
rising  him  to  do  so.     It  was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  « inclosed 
was  the  sole  owner  and  occupier  of  the  locus  in  quo ;  and  eT?n  ihtt"sec- ' 
the  only  question  in  dispute  was,  whether,  under  the  pro-  ^o"-  ?"^  ** " 

^^  otnerwise 

visions  of  the  Turnpike  Act,  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  the  surveyor  where  the  land 
had  a  right  to  take  the  materials  without  the  order  of  jus-  by  a  fence, 
tices  required  by  the  98th  section.     His  lordship  directed  ^f^^e^^)^^^''"^ 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  motion  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  it  being  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  actual 
damage  sustained  should  be  settled  by  the  justices  under 
the  act  of  Parliament. 

Plait,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accord- 
ingly. 


V. 
CK08BEEY. 
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Exek.  rf  PUas,  Thesigcr,  Attree,  and  Peacock  now  shewed  cause. — It  is 
^^^'  not  disputed  that  the  locus  in  quo  is  the  private  pro- 
tapsell  perty  of  the  plaintiff;  but  the  question  for  the  Court 
is^  whether  such  lands  are  '^  inclosed  lands/'  within  the 
meaning  of  the  97th  and  98th  sections  of  the  General 
Turnpike  Act^  3  Geo.  4^  c.  126.  It  is  submitted  that  thej 
are;  and  if  so^  the  acts  complained  of  could  only  be 
justified  as  being  done  under  an  order  of  justices^  as 
required  by  the  98th  section ;  and  as  no  such  order  was 
obtained^  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  the  action. 
By  sect.  97^  surveyors  are  empowered  to  take  materials 
"  out  of  any  common  river  or  brook/'  or  from  ''  any  waste 
or  common/'  and  may  convey  such  materials  over  ''any 
waste  or  common  land/'  without  being  liable  to  any  com- 
pensation for  any  injury  thereby  done  to  such  land;  but 
if  they  convey  such  materials  over  '^  any  inclosed  lands  of 
grounds/'  they  are  to  make  compensation  for  any  damage 
done  to  those  lands.  Again^  in  the  same  section^  after 
giving  a  general  power  to  take  materials  from  ''  the  land 
of  any  person  or  persons/'  the  surveyors  are  empowered 
to  land  or  carry  such  materials  on  or  over  ''  any  inclosed 
lands  or  grounds/'  (with  certain  exceptions)^  ''or  on  or 
over  any  open  land  or  common."  The  words  "  inclosed 
lands"  are  therefore  used  in  direct  opposition  to  "open  or 
common  lands/'  and  can  only  mean  private  lands.  In  the 
case  of  inclosed  land^  the  damage  done  is  to  be  paid  for, 
which  shews  that  the  intention  was  to  protect  private 
interests ;  but  in  the  case  of  open  land  no  compensation  is 
provided  by  the  act.  The  marginal  note  to  the  98th  section 
is  in  accordance  with  this  view  of  the  case ;  for  there  the 
word  ''private"  is  used  in  reference  to  "inclosed  lands".  The 
97th  section  has  reference  to  three  distinct  classes  of  pro- 
perty ;  viz.  lands  from  which  the  surveyor  is  empowered  to 
take  materials  absolutely ;  lands  in  respect  of  which  com- 
pensation is  to  be  made ;  and  lands  which  are  protected 
under  any  circumstances.     The  first  are  open  or  common 
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hnds^  and  those  terms  are  here  used  synonymously^  as  E*eh.  of  Pleas, 
denoting  public  lands.  The  land  in  question  is  clearly  v  ^  . 
not  within  that  class.  The  second  description  is  ^'  indosed  Tapsell 
land^^'  which  it  is  submitted  comprehends  land  upon  Ceomkey* 
the  Downs^  like  the  locus  in  quo;  because^  not  being 
waste  or  common^  if  it  is  held  not  to  be  inclosed  land^ 
there  is  no  power  to  carry  over  it  at  all^  where  the  mate- 
rials are  procured  from  common  land,  pijord  Abmger, 
C.  B. — Therefore  you  infer  that  the  term  "  common"  is 
used  in  contradistinction  to  '^ inclosed"?]  Yes;  because 
the  power  given  in  the  middle  of  the  97th  section  to  carry 
over  the  '^  land  of  any  person  or  persons,"  is  confined  to 
materials  got  from  such  land,  viz.  the  land  of  some  person, 
or  private  land.  The  words  are,  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  surveyor  &c.  to  search  for,  dig,  get,  gather,  take, 
and  cany  away  any  such  materials  in  or  out  of  the  land  of 
any  person  or  persons  where  the  same  may  be  had  or 
found  &c.,  making  or  tendering  such  satisfaction  for  mch 
materials,  (viz.  materials  got  out  of  the  land  of  any  person 
or  persons),  and  for  the  damage  done  to  the  owners  or  oc- 
cupiers of  the  lands  where  and  from  whence  the  same  shall 
be  dug,  gathered,  and  carried  away,  or  over  which  the 
«.me  shaUbe  carried,  as  the  said  truLs  or  commissioners 
shall  think  reasonable."  The  word  "  same  "  there  refers  to 
materials  obtained  from  lands  not  falling  within  the 
description  of  waste  or  common  lands.  Suppose  the  case 
of  a  brook  bounded  by  private  land  not  (in  the  popular 
sense  of  the  word)  inclosed,  the  surveyor  would  have  no 
right  whatever  of  transit  or  deposit  Tor  materials  got  from 
the  brook,  unless  such  land  is  included  in  the  terms 
inclosed  lands.  If  it  could  be  considered  as  open  land, 
in  that  case  there  would  be  no  compensation  for  injury 
to  private  rights. 

But  further,  the  locus  in  quo  is  inclosed,  in  the  popular 
sense  of  the  word,  [Parke,  B. — ^A  fence  suflScient  to  turn 
cattle  or  keep  them  from  straying,  is  an  inclosure.]    Land 
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Bxeh.  of  PUah  ^^7  ^^  inclosed  without  any  actual  fence ;  a  ditch^  for 
^    ^^*  ^    instance,  has  been  held  a  suj£cient  division  to  constitute 
Tapbell      an  inclosure :  Ellis  y.  Amison  (a).  By  the  18  Edw.  1,  c.  46, 
Crobskey.     &  dyke  or  ditch  is  pointed  out  as  being  a  means  of  inclosing 
land.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^A  ditch  may  or  may  not  be 
a  proper  fence.]     The  meaning  of  the  word  "  inclose,"  as 
given  in  Todd's  Johnson's  Dictionary,  is  "  to  part  from 
things  or  grounds  common  by  a  fence.''   The  land  in  ques- 
tion was  partly  fenced  by  a  hedge  and  ditch,  which  shewed 
that  the  intention  was  to  inclose  the  land. 

Piatt  and  Tyndale,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^This  statute 
was  passed  with  a  view  to  the  public  benefit,  and  therefore 
it  must  be  liberally  construed.  The  second  branch  of  the 
97th  section  includes  all  private  lands,  whether  inclosed  or 
uninclosed.  Therefore,  in  order  to  give  a  certain  protec- 
tion to  inclosed  lands,  the  98th  section  provided  that  the 
sanction  of  the  justices  should  be  first  obtained  with  re- 
spect to  them.  In  the  13th  Geo.  3,  s.  78,  the  words 
'^  several "  and  "  inclosed "  are  used ;  but  in  the  present 
statute,  the  word  "  several "  is  dropped,  which  shews  that 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  give  to  the  trustees  of 
the  roads  more  extensive  powers.  The  word  "  open"  does 
not  mean  waste  or  common :  it  cannot  be  considered  syn- 
onymous with  them;  for  common  lands  may,  and  fre- 
quently are,  inclosed,  to  keep  the  cattle  from  straying. 
[They  were  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  with  great  reluctance  that 
I  come  to  the  opinion  I  have  formed,  because  I  foresee  the 
consequences  of  our  decision ;  but  I  hope  it  may  induce 
the  legislature  to  make  some  alteration  in  the  law,  and  to 
bring  it  back  to  what  it  was  under  the  old  highway  act,  via., 
that  if  the  surveyor  took  material  from  any  private  lands, 
it  should  be  under  the  authority  of  the  magistrates:  we 
must,  however,  construe  the  act  as  we  find  it.  I  was  mucb 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  70;  2  D.&  R.  161. 
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struck  with  Mr.  Peacock's  argument  as  to  that  part  of  the  Exeh.  of  PUa», 
clause  to  which  he  referred;  and  I  certainly  find  this  diffi-     ^     °^  •   ^ 
culty,  that  unless  we  consider  the  general  words  in  the      Tapsell 

Vm 

middle  of  the  section  to  give  a  right  to  take  materials  from  c&osskey. 
every  description  of  lands^  the  question  would  turn  upon 
the  first  part  of  the  section,  and  there  would  be  consider- 
able doubt  whether  the  surveyors  would  not  be  trespass- 
ers, for  carrying  the  stones  over  the  locus  in  quo,  that 
is,  over  lands  not  therein  mentioned.  However,  the  act 
cannot  be  made  consistent  in  all  its  parts.  It  has  been 
justly  remarked  that  the  former  act  of  Parliament,  the 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  used  the  words  ^^ several''  and  " inclosed;^' 
whereas  this  statute,  although  it  uses  words  of  the  same 
nature,  and  indeed  nearly  the  same  words,  yet  omits 
the  word  "several.''  If  it  allowed  surveyors  to  take 
materials  frt>m  the  beds  of  rivers,  and  any  common  or  waste 
lands,  and  to  carry  them  away,  directing  compensation  to 
be  made  for  going  over  several  lands,  then  there  could  be 
no  question  that  they  might  take  from  any  lands  except 
inclosed  lands.  But,  looking  to  the  97th  and  98th  sections 
together,  the  only  words  which  qualify  the  authority  to  go 
into  any  lands,  not  being  common  or  waste  lands,  are 
those  in  the  98th  section,  which  requires  the  sanction  of 
two  justices  before  materials  are  taken  from  inclosed  lands. 
That  this  word  is  not  used  as  synonymous  with  private  • 
lands,  is  clear  from  other  clauses  of  the  act.  The  83rd 
section  empowers  the  commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of 
improving  the  roads,  to  divert  them  over  any  commons  or 
waste  grounds,  or  uncultivated  lands,  without  making  any 
satisfaction,  and  also  through  private  lands,  making  satis- 
fection  for  the  damage :  while  the  96th  section  provides 
that  they  shall  not  deviate  more  than  100  yards  over  tn- 
closed  lands,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  owner. 
That  is  a  clear  distinction  made  by  the  act  itself  between 
private  and  inclosed  lands.  The  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
must  therefore  be  absolute. 
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Exeh.  of  Plemit 
1841. 

Tapbell 

CE088KET. 


Pakke^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
turns  on  the  meaning  of  the  97th  and  98th  sections  of  the 
8  Geo.  4,  c.  126.  It  appears  in  this  case^  that  the  defend- 
ant entered  the  plaintiffs  land^  and  took  materials  firom 
it  and  carried  them  over  the  same^  without  having  ob- 
tained the  previous  sanction  of  the  magistrates ;  and  that 
brings  us  to  the  question^  what  is  the  meaning  of  "  in- 
closed lands''  in  the  97th  section;  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
their  meaning  is^  lands  inclosed  in  a  fenc^  so  at  to  be  com- 
pletely enjoyed  in  severalty.  In  the  former  statute^  18  Geo. 
8^  c.  78^  s.  29;  the  words  "  several  and  inclosed''  are  used 
in  conjunction ;  but  in  these  two  sections  the  word  several 
is  dropped.  It  is  clear^  comparing  the  two  statutes  tc^ether, 
that  more  extensive  powers  are  given  by  the  8  G^.  4, 
than  were  given  by  the  previous  act.  Taking  refuse  stones, 
and  entering  common  lands,  were  the  only  powers  given 
in  the  first  instance  to  surveyors,  except  some  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  call  attention  to.  Under  the  97th  section 
of  this  act,  where  there  is  a  power  given  to  enter  inclosed 
lands,  the  word  several  is  dropped,  and  a  power  is  introduced 
for  surveyors  to  obtain  materials  fix)m  any  land  whatever. 
That  section  is  sufficiently  clear.  It  embraces  four  distinct 
descriptions  of  property.  In  the  first  place,  it  applies  to  all 
'^  gardens,  yards,  parks,  paddocks,  planted  walks,  or  ave- 
nues to  any  house,  or  any  piece  of  ground  planted  and  set 
apart  as  a  nursery  for  trees,"  which  are  made  sacred,  and 
cannot  be  touched  under  any  circumstances  whatever.  In 
the  next  place,  it  applies  to  descriptions  of  land  from  which 
materials  may  be  obtained  without  any  previous  sanction  or 
payment  of  compensation,  that  is,  commons  or  waste  lands, 
firom  which  materials  may  be  carried  away  without  paying 
anything  for  them,  and  without  its  being  deemed  a  tres- 
pMi.  The  third  description  of  property  is  inclosed  lands, 
whioh  nothing  can  be  taken  without  previous  no- 
te the  owner  and  occupier;  and  the  fourth  is  land 
MfoenHj,  by  which  I  imderstand  land  not  fidling  under 
Lj  of  the  former  categories.     It  seems  to  embrace  all 
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descriptions  of  property  except  gardens^  yards,  parks,  Exeh,  of  PUas, 
paddocks,  &c.  If  tliat  be  the  construction  of  this  clause  ^  ^^^'  . 
of  the  act,  it  seems  to  be  pretty  clear  in  the  present  case,  Tapbell 
that  the  land  in  question  does  not  fall  under  the  de-  CEossKEr. 
icription  of  waste  or  common.  It  is  not  waste,  but  is 
land  employed  for  feeding  sheep :  it  is  not  common,  for 
there  are  no  rights  of  common  on  it,  and  it  is  held  in 
severalty  by  the  plaintiff.  It  does  not  fall  imder  the 
description  of  inclosed  lands,  which,  for  the  reasons  I  have 
given,  seems  to  apply  only  to  lands  inclosed  by  fences ;  but 
it  £Edls  under  the  description  of  the  word  land,  in  the 
middle  of  the  clause,  from  which  materials  may  be  taken 
on  payment  for  the  injury  done  to  the  land.  A  diffi- 
culty was  suggested  in  the  argument,  which  may  be  ob- 
viated by  the  clause  being  read  in  a  different  way  from 
that  in  which  Mr.  Peacock  read  it.  There  is  a  provision, 
in  case  materials  are  taken  from  open  or  common  lands, 
but  carried  over  inclosed  lands,  that  payment  is  to  be 
made  according  to  the  discretion  of  the  trustees.  But  Mr. 
Peacock  suggests  that  no  compensation  could  be  applied  for, 
unless  the  word  ''inclosed^'  is  read  as  being  synonymous 
with  the  word  "  private."  That  depends  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  middle  part  of  the  clause,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
it  may  be  read  so  as  to  obviate  that  difficulty.  All  the  dif- 
ficulty arises  from  the  use  of  the  word  stick.  The  words  are— 
'^Then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  surveyor  or  surveyors, 
or  such  person  or  persons  as  he  or  they  shall  appoint,  to 
search  for,  dig,  get,  gather,  take,  and  carry  away  any  such 
materials  in  or  out  of  the  land  of  any  person  or  persons 
where  the  same  may  be  had  or  found,  in  any  parish, 
hamlet,  or  place,  in  which  any  part  of  such  road  shall  lie 
or  be  situate,  or  in  any  adjoining  parish,  hamlet,  or  place 
(not  being  a  garden,  yard,  park,  paddock,  planted  walk,  or 
avenue  to  any  house  or  any  piece  of  ground,  planted  and 
set  apart  as  a  nursery  for  trees),  making  or  tendering  such 
satisfaction  for  such  materials,  and  for  the  damage  done  to 
the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  land  where  and  from 
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Exch.  of  puat,  whence  the  same  shall  be  dug^  gathered^  and  carried  away^ 

^   ^^^'  ,     or  over  which  the  same  shall  be  carried^  as  the  said  tmstees 

Tapsell       or  commissioners  shall  judge  reasonable/'     Mr.  Peacock 

Mm 

Crosskey.  contends  that  these  words  must  be  limited  to  the  case  of 
materials  got  on  grounds  over  which  they  are  carried.  That 
depends  on  the  construction  of  the  words  same  and  such. 
If  those  words  are  taken  to  refer  to  the  first  description  of 
materials,  viz.,  materials  for  the  repair  of  the  turnpike  road, 
(as  it  seems  to  me  they  may),  all  the  difficulty  suggested  in 
the  argument  is  got  rid  of,  and  the  result  will  be  that  ma- 
terials got  from  commons  and  public  pbces  may  be  carried 
over  a^y  other  common  or  open  groLd,  without  paying 
anything  for  them,  but  if  carried  over  private  lands,  whe- 
ther open  or  inclosed,  compensation  must  be  made  by  the 
trustees,  the  amount  to  be  settled  by  magistrates  in  case  of 
dispute.  Then  if  that  be  the  result,  and  it  seems  to  me 
tolerably  clear  that  it  is,  this  defendant  has  not  been  guilty 
of  a  trespass.  The  word ''  inclosed '^  is  to  be  taken  as  mean- 
ing inclosed  by  a  proper  fence :  if  the  fence  were  out  of  re- 
pair, that  would  make  no  difference.  If  there  be  only  a  very 
small  part  that  is  inclosed  with  fences,  it  seems  to  me  that 
on  such  lands  the  surveyor  may  enter  and  take  materials, 
but  that  he  is  bound  to  pay  for  them,  and  for  any  injury 
done  to  the  land  by  carrying  them  away,  that  being  pro- 
vided by  the  97th  section. 

OuRN£Y,B. — I  confess  that  in  an  earlier  part  of  the  case  I 
felt  great  difficulty  in  reconciling  myself  to  the  conclusion 
come  to  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  my  Brother  Parke ; 
but  when  I  come  to  compare  the  act  of  Parliament  of  the 
13  Geo.  3  with  the  present  act,  and  find  that  the  words  in  the 
former  actwere,  ^^severalandinclosed"  whilethe  word  several 
is  dropped  in  this  act  of  Parliament,  that  removes  the  diffi- 
culty which  I  felt  before.  Whether  this  word  has  been  drop- 
ped by  accident  or  design  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  say  with 
certainty;  but  we  must  assume,  not  finding  it  there,  that  it 
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was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  omit  it  in  this  act  Ejich.  of  PUa»t 
of  Parliament. 


BoLFE^  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
only  difficulty  arises  from  the  uncertainty  which  prevails 
whether  it  was  by  design  that  the  legislature  used  a 
word  of  very  varying  import.  The  legal  construction 
of  words  is  sometimes  very  different  from  their  popular 
use.  In  this  case  it  is  said  we  must  construe  the  words  in 
their  legale  and  not  in  their  popular  sense;  but  I  cannot 
arrive  at  that  conclusion.  There  is  a  sort  of  scale  intro* 
duced  into  the  act^  as  to  the  mode  in  which  private  pro- 
perty may  be  dealt  with.  A  certain  description  of  private 
property  is  rendered  sacred:  gardens,  paddocks^  and  so 
forth.  Then  the  next  species  of  property  over  which  it 
was  necessary  that  protection  should  be  thrown^  was  in- 
closed  grounds;  distinguished  from  which  there  is  another 
sort  of  several  property^  not  inclosed^  but  lying  open,  not 
strictly^  perhaps^  to  be  called  private  property.  The  ques- 
tion is^  to  what  must  we  suppose  the  legislature  to  have 
directed  their  attention^  when  they  used  the  words  inclosed 
lands?  In  one  sense  all  lands  are  inclosed  in  the  eye  of 
the  law^  and^  in  another  and  more  popidar  sense^  only  in- 
closed by  fences.  I  think  the  act  clearly  refers  to  the 
latter ;  for  it  makes  a  distinction  between  inclosed  lands  and 
private  lands^  in  the  83rd  and  06th  sections ;  by  the  former 
of  which^  general  powers  are  given  to  the  surveyors  to  take 
all  private  lands  for  the  purpose  of  improvement  in  roadsj 
while  the  latter  contains  a  proviso  that  in  indosedleaida  they 
shall  not  take  more  than  within  a  given  distance.  On  these 
groundsel  think  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant. 

Bule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit  (a). 

(a)  See  now  tbe  gtat.  4  &  5  Vict,  within  the  meaning  of  the  3  Gea 

c.  51,  whereby  it  is  enacted,  that  all  4,  c.  126,  although  not  separated 

lands  and  grounds  in  the  exclusive  from  any  adjoining  lands,  or  from 

occupation  of  one  or  more  persons  any  highway,  by  any  fence  or  other 

ftr  agricultural  purposes,  ^all  be  inclosure. 
deemed  inclosed  lands  or  grounds 

VOL.  VII.  H  H  M.  W. 


Tapsell 

V. 

Ceosskby. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1841. 

^^^^^"^^  Joule  r.  Jackson. 

Jan,  21.        fr\ 

Brewer's  casks     1  ROVER  for  brcwcr^s  casks.      Plea,   not  guilty  (by 
beer,  and  left         At  the  trial  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  As- 

there  until  the        .  i    i  i  . 

beer  is  con-        sizcs  at  Liverpool^  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought 
bi cTo  brdis-*'    to  recover  the  value  of  four  half-barrels,  sold  under  a  dis- 

ren"of  th'  ^^^    ^^^  ^^^  ^^®  ^^*  ^^  *  public-house,  whcrc  they  had  been 
house.  deposited  by  the  plaintiff,  a  brewer  at  Salford,  until  the 

beer  which  they  contained  should  have  been  consumed. 
At  the  time  they  were  distrained  three  of  them  were 
empty  and  one  full;  all  of  them  being  marked  '^  Benjamia 
Joule,  Salford.^'  It  was  proved  to  be  a  custom  in  the 
trade,  that  whenever  beer  is  purchased  by  a  publican,  the 
barrels  are  supplied  without  any  charge  being  made  for 
them  by  the  brewer,  on  whom  devolves  all  liability  arising 
from  any  defect  in  the  casks ;  and  that  it  was  usual  to  call 
for  the  empty  casks  at  certain  periods,  which  were  always 
returned  to  the  brewery.  According  to  the  evidence  of 
several  witnesses  who  were  well  acquainted  with  the  trade, 
it  would  be  very  injurious,  both  to  the  brewing  and  retail 
business,  if  publicans  were  obliged  to  furnish  their  own 
casks,  or  to  purchase  them  from  the  brewer.  The  jury 
found,  that  if  the  distress  were  allowed,  the  trade  of  a 
brewer  could  not  be  carried  on ;  and  under  the  direction 
of  the  learned  Judge,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  with  iOs, 
damages,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
Wightman  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly, 

Oresswell,  Cowling,  and  Hoggins  now  shewed  cause. — 
This  case  is  within  the  principle  of  the  authorities  in  which  it 
has  been  held  that  the  goods  were  exempted  for  the  benefit 
of  trade.  That  principle  is,  that  where  the  goods  are  de- 
livered to  a  person  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  such  delivery 
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being  necessary^  they  are  exempted  from  distress^  such  Exch. 
exemption  being  for  the  public  good.     This  case  is  distin-     >^ 
guishable  from  Mtapratt  v.  Gregory  (a),  because  in  that        ^ 
case  there  was  no  delivery  to  the  trader^  and  no  necessity      Ja 
that  there  should  be  any.     The  exemption  does  not  de- 
pend on  the  question  whether  the  tradesman  obtains  a 
lien  on  the  goods  or  not.     In  Co.  Litt.  47.  a.  it  is  said 
— "  Valuable  things  shall  not  be  distrained  for  rent  for 
benefit  and  maintenance  of  trades^  which  by  consequent 
are  for  the  commonwealth^  and  are  there  by  authority 
of  law;  as  a  horse  in  a  smithes  shop  shall  not  be  dis- 
trained for  rent  issuing  out  of  the  shop^  nor  the  horse^ 
&c.,  in  the  hostry^  nor  the  materials  in  the  weaver's  shop 
for  making  of  cloth^  nor  cloth  or  garments  in  a  tailor's 
shop^  nor  sacks  of  com  or  meal  in  a  miQ,  nor  in  a  market^ 
nor  anything  distrained  for  damage  feasant^   for  it  is 
in  the  custody  of  the  law^  and  the  like.''    Amongst  the 
exemptions  there  mentioned^  are  not  merely  goods  de- 
livered to  a  tradesman  to  be  wrought^  who  would  have  a 
lien  upon  them^  but  goods  in  a  market-place^  where  there 
would  be  no  lien.    In  Adams  v.  Grane  [b),  goods  sent  to  an 
auctioneer  to  be  sold  on  premises  occupied  by  him^  were  held 
to  be  privileged  from  distress.     In  that  case^  Bayley,  B.^  in 
answer  to  the  argument  that  the  exemption  applied  only 
to  cases  where  the  party  had  a  lien,  says  (c) — "  Suppose  I 
send  com  to  a  mill  to  be  ground  on  a  special  contract  for 
payment  at  the  end  of  six  months^  could  that  be  dis- 
trained?    There  would  be  no  lien  there."     If  the  only 
objection  were  that  the  tradesman  had  a  Hen,  the  party 
might  pay  the  charge,  and  take  the  goods  under  the  dis- 
tress.    The  real  ground  and  basis  of  the  exemption  is, 
that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and  for  the  public  con- 
Tenience.   It  is  so  put  in  Co.  Litt.,  &  Gilb.  on  Distresses,  36. 
The  same  principle  is  laid  down  in  3  Blac.  Comm.  7.    And 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  633 ;  S.  C.  in  (6)  1  C.  &  M.  380. 

error,  3  M.  &  W.  677.  (c)  Page  384. 
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£jrc*.  rf  PUat,  Boylev,  J.,  in  Adams  v.  Grane(a),  says. — ''Lord  Coke  treats 

of  it  as  being  well  known ;  and  the  principle  of  exemption, 
according  to  him,  is,  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  trade.  Among 
other  instances  put  by  him,  is  the  instance  of '  goods  going 
to  a  fair  or  market/  Now,  why  should  they  be  privileged? 
They  are  privileged  because  interest  re^mbUae  that  buyer 
and  seller  should  be  brought  together,  that  a  man  should 
have  an  opportunity  of  going  to  some  particular  place,  to 
which  goods  might  be  brought  for  the  purpose  of  sale/' 
The  present  case  comes  within,  and  is  consistent  with,  that 
rule.  Here  the  jury  have  found  that  the  trade  of  a  brewer 
could  not  be  carried  on  without  using  the  casks  supplied 
by  the  brewer.  IParke,  B. — Surely  the  publican  could 
send  his  own  casks.]  In  the  instance  of  com  sent  to  a 
mill  to  be  ground,  the  miller  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
sacks,  and  they  might  as  well,  therefore,  be  taken  back; 
and  yet  they  are  held  to  be  privileged.  l^Parke^  B. — ^All 
the  cases  .which  have  been  cited  are  where  the  person  to 
whom  goods  are  sent  has  the  exemption  for  his  own 
benefit ;  but  here  it  is  not  so.  It  is  the  brewer^s  trade 
that  cannot  be  carried  on.]  No;  it  was  proved  that 
neither  could  be  carried  on.  \_Parke,  B. — ^The  benefit  of 
trade  of  the  person  sending  the  article  is  immaterial :  it  is 
the  benefit  of  the  trade  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  sent, 
which  is  to  be  considered.]  In  Com.  Dig.,  Distress,  (C),  it  is 
said  of  things  which  are  not  distrainable— '^  Nor  any  goods 
delivered  to  any  person  in  the  way  of  his  trade ;"  for  which 
1  Salk.  250,  is  cited.  That  was  the  case  of  Gisbowm  v.  Hursts 
where  the  Court  extended  the  exemption  to  goods  delivered 
to  a  person  carrying  on  the  business  of  a  carrier  to  be  car- 
ried for  hire;  and  the  Court  said — *^  for  the  law  has  given 
the  exemption  in  favour  of  the  trader,  and  not  in  respect  of 
the  carrier.'^  The  Court  there  say,  that  goods  delivered  to 
any  person  exercising  a  public  trade  or  employment,  to  be 

(a)  Page  387. 
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carried,  wrought ,  or  manoffed  in  the  way  of  his  trade  or  em-  Bxeh.  of  Pteas, 
ployment^  are  for  the  time  under  a  legal  protection,  and  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
privileged  from  distress  for  rent.  The  phrase,  ''  to  be  Joule 
wrought  or  managed/'  is  used  for  the  first  time  in  that  Jackson. 
ease ;  but  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Court  to  give  such  a 
definition.  Those  words  are  again  used  in  Simpson  v.  Har^ 
iopp  (a) ;  but  the  only  question  there  was,  whether  imple- 
ments of  trade,  which  are  in  actual  use  at  the  time,  were 
privileged,  and  the  definition  was  not  necessary  to  the  de- 
cision. \_Parke,  B. — I  believe  Gisbonm  v.  Hurst  will  be  found 
to  be  the  only  case  where  goods  are  said  to  be  privileged 
on  the  ground  of  benefit  to  the  trade  of  the  person  sending 
them.]  The  general  principle  is,  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of 
trade  in  general ;  but  in  the  instance  of  the  horse  sent  to 
the  smith's  shop,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
all  persons,  but  only  of  those  who  keep  horses.  So  in  the 
case  of  agistment,  the  grazier  only  has  the  benefit.  Here 
there  is  a  direct  benefit  both  to  the  publican  and  the  brewer. 
Lord  C.  B.  Comyns  draws  the  conclusion,  that  the  privilege 
is  to  extend  to  "  any  goods  delivered  to  any  person  in  the 
way  of  his  trade;''  and  there  is  no  authority  against  it. 
F^rofuAs  V.  Wyatt  (A)  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side;  but  if 
that  case  be  looked  at,  it  in  truth  decides  nothing  at  all.  The 
facts  do  not  appear  from  the  pleadings ;  but  it  is  clear  that 
it  was  not  the  ordinary  case  of  sending  a  carriage  to  livery, 
but  that  of  a  person  taking  premises  for  a  year ;  as  was 
said  hjBayletfy  B.,  in  Adams  v.  Grane  (c).  Woody,  Clarke  (d) 
is  also  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present  case,  be- 
cause there  it  was  not  found  that  the  exemption  was  neces- 
sary for  the  protection  of  the  trade.  Here  the  barrels  were 
delivered  to  be  used  by  the  publican  in  the  way  of  his 
trade ;  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  both  parties,  and  so  for  the 
benefit  of  the  trade  in  general :  and  the  jury  have  found 

(fl)  Willes,  514.  (c)  1  C.  &  M.  381. 

(b)  3  Burr.  1498  ;  1  Sir  W.  Bl.  (d)  I  Cr.  &  J.  484. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  that  it  was  necessarj  that  such  a  privilege  should  exist.  In 

Mttspratt  y,  Gregory,  the  boat  being  sent  to  the  premises  to 
be  loaded  with  salt^  was  left  there  for  the  owner's  conveni- 
encCj  and  was  not  delivered  into  the  custody  of  the  tenant  of 
the  premises ;  and  the  decision  in  that  case  is  quite  consist- 
ent with  what  has  been  urged  in  the  present  case.  [Parke,  B. 
— The  Judges  there  said,  that  they  would  not  extend  the 
principle  beyond  the  cases  already  decided.]  The  right  of 
the  landlord  to  distrain  the  goods  of  his  tenant  is  an  artifi- 
cial, not  a  natural  right :  if  the  right  was  originally  granted 
for  the  public  convenience,  it  ought  also  to  be  limited  for 
the  protection  of  trade.  In  GUman  y. Elton  (a),  Richanbon,  J., 
in  answer  to  the  argument  that  the  goods  ought  to  undei^ 
some  alteration  in  the  hands  of  the  trader,  says  (a) — "  It 
is  not  necessarily  so,  for  a  carrier  does  not  operate  upon 
goods,  except  to  carry  them ;  and  the  very  words  of  the 
decision  in  Gisboum  v.  Hurst  include  carrying  or  managing. 
The  advancement  of  trade  equally  requires  that  the  goods 
should  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  factor  for  sale,  as  that 
they  should  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  carrier  for  carriage:" 
and  he  adds,  '*  it  would  be  highly  injurious  if  goods  so  sent 
for  sale  were  liable  to  be  distrained  for  the  private  debt  of 
the  factor."  If  the  trade  of  a  brewer  cannot  be  carried 
on  without  sending  out  his  casks  to  the  publican's  house, 
neither  can  the  trade  of  the  publican;  it  is  equally  essential 
to  the  business  of  both  \  it  is,  therefore,  for  the  convenience 
of  the  public  weal,  and  if  that  is  to  be  protected,  this  ex- 
emption from  distress  ought  to  be  allowed. 

LoBD  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^It  is  too  late  at  this  day  to  enter 
into  the  principles  of  the  law  as  to  the  landlord's  power  to 
distrain,  where  the  case  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the  de- 
cisions on  the  subject ;  it  having  been  determined  by  the 
majority  of  this  Court,  and  afterwards  by  a  Court  of  error, 
that  the  principle  of  those  decisions  ought  not  to  be  ex- 

(s)  3  B.  &  B.  84. 
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tended.  K  a  cooper  had  had  the  casks  in  his  possession,  for  Ejceh.  of  pieas, 
the  purpose  of  repairing  them  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  they  ^  ^^^- 
would  have  been  exempted  from  distress.  All  the  cases  are 
analogous  to  that.  But  here  nothing  is  to  be  done  to  the 
casks,  which  are  merely  left  with  the  publican  till  they  are 
empty.  That  is  very  diflFerent  from  the  case  of  an  article 
left  for  repair.  The  case  of  Muspratt  v,  Gregory  was 
much  nearer  the  present ;  but  there  it  was  said,  that  the 
principle  of  exemption  ought  not  to  be  carried  ftirther. 
If  we  were  to  extend  the  principle  to  a  case  like  the  pre- 
sent, we  should  get  into  too  wide  a  sea;  and  it  is,  there- 
fore, better  to  adhere  to  the  decided  cases. 

Pabke,  B. — ^I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  A  land- 
lord has  a  right  to  distrain  all  goods  found  upon  the  de- 
mised premises,  with  the  exception  of  certain  specified  cases, 
which  are  not  to  be  extended.  Prim&  facie,  every  deposit 
of  goods  upon  the  premises  where  the  trade  is  carried  on, 
would  have  relation  to  that  trade,  and  an  exemption  from 
distress  would,  in  that  view,  be  for  the  public  good.  But 
to  hold  all  such  goods  to  be  exempt,  would  be  establishing 
a  very  wide  principle;  and  the  case  of  Muspratt  v.  Gre- 
gwy  having  decided  that  the  principle  of  exemption  already 
laid  down  in  the  books  ought  not  to  be  extended,  we  are 
bound  by  that  decision.  The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  ab- 
solute to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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ggeh.  of  PUiUi 
1841. 


Jan.  22. 
Action  on  the 


Thompson  v.  Gibson  and  Another. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  continuing  a  nni- 
S^in^'^Inu"^"  sance  to  the  plaintiflf's  market,  by  a  building  which  cx- 
sance  to  the       eluded  the  public  from  a  part  of  the  space  on  which  the 

plaintiflTs  mar-  jr  x  * 

ket,  by  a  build-  market  was  held.  The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty, 
eluded  Uiepnb-  A  ucw  trial  had  been  granted  \  and  on  the  second  trial 
Uc  from  a  part    ^^  ^j,^  causc,  before  CoUman,  J.,  at  the  last  Assiies  for 

of  the  space  on  '  '      ' 

which  the  mar-  Westmoreland,  the  defendants^  counsel  took  an  objec- 

ket  was  law-  ,  •        .       «        -r^ 

fully  held.  It  tiou,  that  the  action  could  not  be  mamtained.  It  ap- 
ScbSiding'  peared  that  the  building  was  erected  in  October  1888, 
was  erected  in    ^mJer  the  Superintendence  and  direction  of  the  defend- 

October  1838,  ^ 

under  the  su-  auts,  though  uot  OH  their  own  land,  but  on  that  of  the 
ll^d  d?recd^^^^^^  corporation  of  Kendal,  (of  which  they  were  members), 
n'otofSeIr'"'  »d  that  it  had  continued  there,  obstructing  the  market, 
own  land,  but     tiutil  after  the  commencement  of  this  action.    Lord  Lons* 

on  that  of  the 

corporation  of  dale  was  the  owner  of  the  market  in  Octob^  18S8,  and 

corporation  hi  February  1839,  he  demised  it  to  the  plaintiffj  and 

Srsr*  ThT™'  ^^®  market  being  afterwards  obstructed  by  the  building, 

Earl  of  L.  was  this  actiou  was  brought.    The  defendants  contended,  that, 

the  owner  of  . 

the  market  in  uudcr  thcsc  cu*cum8tances,  they  were  not  responsible  ion 

and^^'pebru-  *^®  coutinuancc  of  the  nuisance;  that  they  were  distinct 

d^  -^^ d^' t*t  P®i^*is  fiom  the  corporation ;  and  that,  though  thqr  were 

the  plaintiff;  guilty  of  crcctiug  the  nuisance,  they  could  not  be  eon- 

and  the  market     •11        i«  .•  i*^^  ^%  ,    • 

being  after-  sidered  as  havmg  continued  it,  because  th^  were  not  m 
ed*by'thc  blaidl  Possession  of  or  interested  in  the  soil  on  which  the  build- 
ing, this  action  ing  was  erected.  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objec- 
Htid,  that  the  tion,  but  reserved  the  point. 

defendants  were 

liable  for  con-  r\^     j       \^      * 

tinuing  the  nui-      Dunoos  having,  m  Michaclmas  Term  last,  obtained  a 

sance,  although        1     x  j.  •x 

they  had  no       ^"^^  ^^  enter  a  nonsiut, 

right  to  enter 
upon  the  land 

to  remove  it,  CresswelL   Alexander,  and  Cowling,  in  the  same  term, 

and  that  the  ac-     1  ,  mi        i    /. 

tion  was  there-  shewed  cause. — The  defendants  have  directed  that  to  be 
able."***"    ^'    ^o^®  which  the  jury  have  found  to  be  a  nuisance.    As- 
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soming  that  they  irere  acting  for  themselves^  there  can  be  EreK  of  PUtu, 
no  doubt  that  they  would  be  responsible  for  the  nuisance ;  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
and  the  case  is  not  altered  by  the  fact^  that  the  defend-  Thompson 
ants  were^  at  the  time  of  the  erection  of  the  nuisance,  Gibson. 
members  of  a  corporate  body.  That  could  not  affect 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  against  the  individuals  who 
have  directed  the  nuisance  to  be  created;  as,  for  a  tort 
the  individual  is  always  liable:  WUson  v.  Peto  (a).  In 
Stone  V.  Cartwright  (6),  which  was  an  action  against  the 
manager  of  a  mine  for  damage  done  by  the  negligence 
of  persons  who  were  employed  by  him  in  the  service  of 
his  principal,  it  was  held,  that  the  principal,  or  those 
actually  employed,  were  alone  liable.  Lawrence^  J.,  there 
points  out  the  distinction  between  that  case  and  the 
present.  He  says,  ^'  If  the  plaintiff  had  given  evidence 
that  the  defendant  had  particularly  ordered  those  acts  to 
be  done  firom  whence  the  damage  had  ensued,  that  would 
have  varied  the  case.''  It  must  therefore  be  taken  to  be, 
and  is,  the  same  as  if  the  defendants  had  erected  this 
building  with  their  own  hands.  Now  it  is  clear  that  an 
action  might  have  been  maintained  by  the  then  owner  of 
the  market  for  the  immediate  injury ;  but  it  is  said,  that 
though  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  erecting  the  nui- 
sance, they  are  not  liable  for  its  continuance,  because  they 
are  not  in  possession  of  or  interested  in  the  soil  on  which 
the  nuisance  stands.  The  case  of  Rosewell  v.  Prior  {c)  is  in 
point  as  to  this  objection.  There  a  tenant  for  years  erected 
a  nuisance,  and  afterwards  made  an  under  lease  of  the  pre- 
mises. The  question  was,  whether,  after  a  recovery  against 
the  first  tenant  for  years  for  the  erection,  an  action  would 
lie  against  him  for  the  continuance  after  he  had  made  an 
underlease.  It  was  held,  that  the  action  would  lie ;  **  for 
he  transferred  it  with  the  original  wrong,  and  his  demise 
aflSrms  the  continuance  of  it.''    In  Some  v.  Barwish  (d),  it 

(a)  6  Moore,  47.  (c)  Salk.  459. 

(b)  6  T.  R.  411.  (d)  Cro.  Jac.  231. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  was  held,  that  for  a  nuisance  erected  in  the  time  of  the 
^     devisor,  and  continued  afterwards,  the  devisee  shall  join 
Thompson     in  the   action;    for  the   continuance   thereof  is   a   new 
Gibson.       crcction  of  such  nuisancc.     The   defendants,   therefore^ 
are   liable    to    the    plaintiff    as    lessee,    as    for    a   new 
nuisance.      [Parke,   B. — The    defendants,   not   being  in 
possession  of  the  soil,  have  no  power  to  remove  the  nui- 
sance.]     A  party  cannot  excuse  the  continuance  of  a 
wrong  by  saying  that  he  has  no  power  to  remove  it.    That 
is  the  result  of  the  original  wrongful  act,  for  which  he  is 
responsible. 

Dundas,  W,H.  Watson,  BndRamshat/,  contra. — The  action 
is  brought  for  an  injury  to  this  market  by  continuing  a 
building,  and  not  for  the  erection  of  a  nuisance ;  but  the 
defendants  cannot  be  liable  for  an  injury  they  have  not  com- 
mitted, nor  for  the  continuance  of  a  building  over  which 
they  have  no  control.     If  they  were  to  remove  the  build- 
ing, they  would  be  guilty  of  a  trespass,  and  liable  to  an 
action.    If  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is  to  prevail, 
even  the  carpenter  who  did  the  wood-work  of  the  building 
will  be  liable  for  the  continuance  of  it.     In  Jfilson  v.  Peto, 
the  question  was,  whether  the  defendant  was  a  person  who 
could  be  fixed  with  the  act  itself?     And  in  Stone  v.  Cart' 
Wright,  the  defendant   was  interested  in  the    nuisance. 
Rosewell  v.  Prior  is  more  fully  reported  in  12  Mod.,  639, 
where  the  Court  say,  that  ''  if  the  alienee  of  the  land 
brought  an  action  against  the  erector,  and  the  erection  had 
been  before  any  estate  in  the  alienee,  the  question  would 
be  greater,  because  the  erector  never  did  any  wrong  to  the 
alienee.'^     In  Rex  v.  Pedley  (a),  it  was  held,  that  if  the  owner 
of  land  erect  a  building  wliich  is  a  nuisance,  or  of  which 
the  occupation  is  likely  to  produce  a  nuisance,  and  let  the 
land,  he  is  liable  to  an  indictment  for  such  nuisance  being 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  £11.  822;  3  Nev.  &  M.  G27. 
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continued  or  created  during  the  term ;  but  the  reason  of  Exch.  of  Pieas, 
that  decision  was,  that  the  landlord  had  or  ought  to  have     ^   ^^^'   ^ 
reserved  a  right  of  entry,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing     Thompson 
the  premises  from  becoming  a  nuisance;  but  these  de-       gibson. 
fendants  have  no  means  whatever  of  removing  this  nui- 
sance.    They  therefore  are  not  liable. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  continu- 
ing a  nuisance  to  the  plaintiff's  market  by  a  building, 
which  excluded  the  public  from  a  part  of  the  space  on 
which  the  market  was  lawfully  held.  There  was  a  plea  of 
not  guilty,  on  which  the  question  arises. 

A  new  trial  had  been  already  granted  in  this  case.  On 
the  second  trial,  the  defendants'  counsel  took  an  objection 
that  the  action  would  not  lie  against  them.  It  appeared 
that  the  building  was  erected  under  the  superintendence . 
and  direction  of  the  defendants,  though  not  on  their  own 
land,  but  that  of  the  corporation  of  Kendal,  of  which  cor- 
poration they  were  members,  and  it  had  continued  there, 
obstructing  the  market,  until  after  the  commencement  of 
the  action.  The  building  was  erected  in  October,  1838. 
Lord  Lonsdale  was  the  owner  of  the  market,  and  demised 
it  to  the  plaintiff  after  that  time,  namely,  in  February, 
1839 ;  and  the  market  was  afterwards  obstructed  by  the 
building. 

It  was  contended,  under  these  circumstances,  that  the 
defendants  were  not  responsible  for  the  continuance  of  the 
nuisance ;  that  they  were  distinct  persons  from  the  corpo- 
ration; and  that  though  they  were  guilty  of  erecting,  they 
could  not  be  considered  as  having  continued  the  nuisance, 
because  they  were  not  in  possession  of  or  interested  in 
the  soil  on  which  the  building  was  erected. 

My  Brother  CoUman  overruled  this  objection,  but  re- 
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Ejnh,  ef  Pteas,  scrved  the  point  j  and  a  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  to 
^  ^^^'  ^  enter  a  nonsuit^  and  cause  shewn,  we  have  now  to  decide 
Thompson  whether  the  objection  was  well  founded  or  not ;  and  we  are 
Gibson.  ^IL^f  Opinion  it  was  not.  That  the  defendants  were  re- 
sponsible for  some  consequences  of  the  original  erection 
of  the  building  to  the  then  owner  of  the  market,  though 
the  defendants  were  not  acting  for  their  own  benefit, 
but  for  that  of  the  corporation,  is  not  disputed;  nor 
could  it  be.  If  they  are  considered  merely  as  servants  of 
the  corporation,  they  would  be  liable,  just  as  the  servant  oi 
an  individual  is  if  he  is  actually  concerned  in  erecting  a 
nuisance ;  WUson  v.  Peto :  and  as  they  would  clearly  have 
been  responsible  to  the  then  owner  of  the  market  for  the 
immediate  consequences  of  their  wrongful  act,  how  can 
their  liability  be  confined  to  the  injury  by  the  interruption 
of  the  first  market,  or  what  other  limit  can  be  assigned  to 
their  responsibility  other  than  the  continuance  of  the  in- 
jury itself?  Is  he,  who  originally  erects  a  wall  by  which 
ancient  lights  are  obstructed,  to  pay  damage  for  the  loss 
of  the  light  for  the  first  day  only?  or  does  he  not  continue 
liable  so  long  as  the  consequences  of  his  own  wrongful  act 
continue,  and  bound  to  pay  damages  for  the  whole  time? 
and  if  the  then  owner  of  the  market  might  have  main- 
tained an  action  against  the  defendants  for  the  injury  to 
his  franchise,  for  the  whole  period  during  which  the  de- 
fendants' act  continued  to  be  injurious  to  him,  his  lessee 
must  be  in  the  same  condition  as  to  subsequent  injuries; 
for  it  is  clearly  established  that  he  has  a  right  of  action  for 
every  continuing  nuisance :  and  to  that  effect  is  the  au- 
thority of  Boll's  Abr.,  Nuisance,  K.  2.  "  If  one  is  seised 
of  land  near  a  river,  and  another  stops  it  with  loads  of  earth, 
and  the  tenant  of  the  land  adjoining  leases  to  another  for 
years,  and  then  the  stoppage  continues,  by  which  the  land 
of  the  lessee  is  surrounded,  the  lessee  shall  have  an  action 
on  the  case  against  him ;  for  though  the  stoppage  was  in 
the  time  of  his  lessor,  the  continuance  was  a  wrongful 


HILARY  TERM^   4  VICT.  461 

damage  to  the  lessee^  for  his  land  was  surrounded/'  That  Eick.  of  PUat, 
is  the  case  of  Wesibume  v.  Mordant  {a) :  and  in  like  manner^  ^  ^  . 
PenruddocVs  case  {b)  shews  that  a  feoffee  may  bring  a  quod  Thompsoit 
permittat  for  a  nuisance,  erected  in  the  time  of  the  feoffor,  Qib»oic. 
against  him  who  did  the  wrong;  and  an  action  on  the  case 
is  a  substitute  for  this  old  writ.  And  further,  in  the  case  of 
Some  y.  Barwi8h[c)f  it  was  held  that  the  devisee  might  sue 
for  a  nuisance  erected  in  the  time  of  the  devisor,  and  con* 
tinned  afterwards;  for  the  continuance  is  as  the  new  erect- 
ing of  such  a  nuisance.  In  the  case  of  Rosewell  v.  Prior  (c/), 
which  was  an  action  against  the  defendant,  who  erected  an 
obstruction  to  the  ancient  lights  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then 
aliened.  Lord  Holt  lays  it  down,  that  '^  it  is  a  fundamental 
principle  in  law  and  reason,  that  he  that  does  the  first  wrong 
shall  answer  for  all  consequential  damages ;  and  here,''  he 
says,  '^  the  original  erection  does  influence  the  continu- 
ance, and  it  remains  a  continuance  from  the  very  erection, 
and  by  the  erection,  till  it  be  abated."  And  he  adds,  "  that 
it  shall  not  be  in  his  power  to  discharge  himself  by  granting 
it  over."  It  is  true  that  Lord  Holt  afterwards  says,  "  that 
if  the  alienee  of  the  land  brought  an  action  against  the 
erector,  and  the  erection  had  been  before  any  estate  in  the 
alienee,  the  question  would  be  greater,  because  the  erector 
never  did  any  wrong  to  the  alienee."  Lord  Holt,  however, 
does  not  intimate  that  the  action  would  not  lie ;  and  the 
authority  above  cited,  as  well  as  the  principle,  that  the 
assignee  or  lessee  ought  to  enjoy  the  estate  as  fully  as  the 
assignor  or  lessor,  and  has  a  similar  claim  to  compensation 
for  the  injury  during  his  own  time,  shews  that  the  action 
wiU  lie.  What  is  said  in  this  and  the  other  reports  of  this 
case  as  to  the  assignment  of  the  nuisance  affirming  the 
continuance,  appears  to  us  to  be  given  by  way  of  additional 
reason.  It  was  argued,  however,  that  the  assignee  or 
leasee  was  not  without  remedy:    he   might  abate  the 

(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  191.  (c)  Cro.  Jac  231. 

{b)  5  Rep.  100,  b.  (d)  Salk.  459;  12  Mod.  639. 
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E^tch.  of  Pleas,  nuisonce ;  but  that  affords  no  compensation  in  damages^ 
^  ^^^'  ^  and  may,  in  some  cases,  be  an  expensive  remedy ;  or  he 
Thompson  might  maintain  an  action  against  the  corporation  who 
Gibson.  receive  the  rents  of  the  building,  or  the  tenants  who 
occupy,  as  appears  by  the  case  of  Rippan  v.  Bowles  (a) ; 
but  that  case  shews  that  he  is  not  bound  to  pursue  that 
remedy,  but  may  sue  the  original  wrongdoer.  It  was 
also  said  that  the  defendants  could  not  now  remove  the ' 
nuisance  themselves,  without  being  guilty  of  a  trespass  to  \ 
the  corporation,  and  that  it  would  be  hard  to  make  them  ' 
liable.  But  that  is  a  consequence  of  their  own  original 
wrong ;  and  they  cannot  be  permitted  to  excuse  themselves 
from  paying  damages  for  the  injury  it  causes,  by  shewing 
their  inability  to  remove  it,  without  exposing  themselves 
to  another  action.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
action  is  maintainable^  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 


Bule  discharged. 


(a)  Cro.  Jac.  373. 


Amlot  V,  Evans  and  Others. 

Jan.  23.         Q 

Service  of  a  ioTREETEN  movcd  to  make  a  rule  absolute  for  computing 
;pt.d"prnr  principal  and  interest  on  a  promissory  note,  on  an  affidavit 
interest  on  a       of  scrvicc.     It  appeared  that  there  were  four  defendants 

bill  of  exchange 

or  promissory  iu  the  actiou,  but  the  rule  had  been  served  upon  two  only, 

of  severa? de"*  <>°  wliich  gTound  the  Master  had  objected  to  the  suffi- 

fident"  M*wr"/"  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^®  affidavit.    Streeten  contended  that  the  objec- 

vice  upon  one  is  tiou  was  uot  a  Valid  ouc,  and  that  it  had  been  so  decid 

service  upon  alL   .  .  rrr      .  /  v        mi 

m  Figgtns  v.  Ward  {a).  There,  m  an  action  on  a  promis 
sory  note  against  three  defendants,  who  suffered  judgmen 
by  default,  it  was  held  that  service  of  the  rule  on  one  wasi 


(ff)  2C.  &M.  421. 
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service  on  all;  and  Bayley,  B.,  said — "By  suffering  judg-  Exch.  of  PUa», 
ment  to  go  by  defaidt,   the  defendants  acknowledge  a     .    ^^^'   . 
joint  cause  of  action,  and  therefore,  quoad  hoc,  they  are        Amlot 
partners/'  EvIns. 

Parke,  B. — Yes;  that  is  an  authority  in  point.     The 
service  is  sufficient,  and  the  rule  may  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Evans  v,  Manero. 

DJan,  23. 
EBT  for  sheriff's  poundage.    The  declaration  stated,  Awritofca.8a. 

that  after  the  making  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  made  raUtake^foTa'*^ 
and  passed  in  the  reign  of  our  Lady  Elizabeth,  late  Queen  *f '*8«'  ■""*  ^^^^ 

,      ,  the  amount 

of  England,  intituled  "  An  act  to  prevent  extortion  in  she-  really  due,  and 
riffs,  under-sheriffs,  and  bailiffs  of  franchises  or  liberties,  had  been  taken 
in  cases   of  execiition,"   and  before   the  commencement  lU^****^"  If "' 

'  the  mistake  was 

of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  now  defendant  sued  and  corrected  by  a 

Judge's  order : 

prosecuted  out  of  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  ^Heid,  that 
the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  &c.,  a  cer-  ^uim  fo^  * 
tain  writ  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  called  a  capias  ad  satis-  poundage  must 

"  *-  he  regulated  ac- 

faciendum,  directed  to  the  sheriffs  of  London,  whereby  cordingiy,  and 

that  he  was 

the  sheriffs  of  London  were  commanded  to  take  John  only  entitled  to 
Reckless  the  younger,  if  he  should  be  found  in  their  baili-  fi?"  dtbf  re?Uy 
wick,  and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  they  should  have  his  due. 
body  before  the  Barons  of  our  Lady  the  Queen's  Exche- 
quer at  Westminster,  immediately  after  the  execution 
thereof,  to  satisfy  the  now  defendant  as  well  a  certain 
debt  of  1724/.  5«.  \0d.  which  the  said  now  defendant  then 
lately,  in  the  borough  Court  of  Liverpool,  by  the  judgment 
of  the  said  Court,  recovered  against  the  said  John  Reck- 
less, as  also  4/.  16^.  8(/.  which  were  adjudged  to  the  said 
now  defendant  in  the  said  Court  for  his  damages  which 
he  had  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion  of  detaining  the  said 
debt  as  for  for  his  own  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his 
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ExdL  of  P!eas,  suit  in  that  behalf  expended ;  whereof  the  said  John  Beck- 
_  _  *  .  less  was  conYicted^  as  appeared  to  our  said  Lady  the  Qneen 
by  the  certificate  of  register  of  the  said  borough  Court  of 
Liverpool ;  and  on  which  judgment^  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided^  it  was  by  an  order 
dated  the  7th  day  of  May  then  instant,  made  by  Sir  Bo- 
bert  Mounsey  Bolfe,  one  of  the  Barons  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen's  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  ordered  that  a  writ  or 
writs  of  execution  might  issue  out  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen's  Court  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas  for  the  amount  of 
such  judgment,  with  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the  appU- 
cation  for  the  said  order,  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master  of 
the  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  together  with  the  costs  q£ 
execution,  and  which  said  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the 
said  application  for  the  said  order,  were,  on  &c.,  taxed 
and  allowed  by  the  said  Court,  before  the  barons  of  our 
said  Lady  the  Queen's  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  at  the 
sum  of  3/.  7s.i  and  further  to  satisfy  the  said  now  defend- 
ant  the  sum  of  3/.  7$,,  together  with  interest  upon  the 
several  sums  of  17247.  5#.  lOd.,  4d.  I6s.  Sd.  and  3/.  7«.,  at 
the  rate  of  £4  per  cent,  per  annum,  firom  &c.,  and  to  ha?e 
there  then  that  writ.  And  afterwards,  and  before  the 
delivery  of  the  said  writ  to  the  plaintiffis  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  defendant,  by  a  certain 
indorsement  on  the  said  writ,  directed  and  marked  on  the 
back  of  the  said  writ,  that  the  said  sheriffs  should  take 
1732/.  9s.  6d.y  and  interest  thereon,  from  &c.,  till  paid; 
that  the  said  writ  so  indorsed  as  aforesaid,  afterwards, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
was  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  then,  and  until  and 
after  the  arrest  of  the  said  John  Beckless,  were  sheriffs  of 
the  city  of  London,  to  be  executed  in  due  farm  of  law. 
And  the  plaintiffs,  being  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  after- 
wards, and  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  writ  to  them 
as  aforesaid,  and  during  the  continuance  of  their  said 
shrievalty,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  sni^  to 
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wit,  on  &«.,  in  &c.,  and  within  their  bailiwick,  as  such  JSrcA.  if  PUtu, 
sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  and  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  and     ^   ^^'  . 
in  command  of  the  said  writ,  they  arrested  the  said  John        Evams 
Reckless  by  his  body,  and  had  and  detained  him  in  their      Mambro. 
custody,  in  due  form  of  law,  in  execution  for  the  debt  and 
damages  aforesaid,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  said 
writ,  and  the  said  indorsement  so  made  thereon  as  afore- 
said :  whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  the  said  now  defendant  became  and 
was  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  an  action  had  ac- 
crued to  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  to 
demand  and  have  of  the  said  now  defendant  the  sum  of 
45/.  16s,,  that  is  to  say,  twelve  pence  of  and  for  every 
twenty  shillings  of  £100,  part  of  the  debt  and  damages 
aforesaid,  and  so  marked  on  the  back  of  the  said  writ  as 
aforesaid,  and  sixpence  for  every  twenty  shillings  of  the 
residue  of  the  said  sum  so  marked  on  the  back  of  the  said 
writ  as  aforesaid,  being  over  and  above  thd  said  sum  of 
£100.    Breach,  that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  same. 
Plea,  as  to  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, except  as  to  the  sum  of  6/.  9s.  6d.,  parcel  of  the 
money  thereby  demanded,  the  defendant  says,  that  the 
said  judgment  recovered  by  the  now  defendant  in  the 
borough  court  of  Liverpool,  mentioned  in  the  writ  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum  in  the  declaration  in  this  cause 
particularly  set  forth,  was  so  recovered  by  the  now  de- 
fendant against  the  said  John  Reckless,  upon  and  by  virtue 
of  an  order  of  the  said  borough  court  of  Liverpool,  made 
by  the  said  Court,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  whereby,  upon  hear- 
ing the  attorney  for  the  now  defendant  and  the  said  John 
Reckless  in  person,  and  by  consent,  it  was  ordered  by 
the  said   borough  Court   that    all  proceedings  in  that 
action  should  be  stayed,   and  that  the  plaintiff  therein 
should  be  at  liberty  to  sign  final  judgment  for  the  sum  of 
1724/.  5*.  lOrf.,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  due  and 
punctual  pajrment  of  the  following  promissory  notes  (the 

VOL.  VII.  II  M.  w. 
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ExcJL  9/  Pleat,  plea  then  set  out  three  notes,  one  of  which  was  for  £150, 
^^^'  ^  and  two  others  for  £25  each).  And  it  was  thereby  also 
ordered,  that  any  execution  to  be  issued  by  yirtue  of  that 
rule  should  be  merely  to  secure  the  amount  of  such  of  the 
said  promissory  notes  as  should  be  due  at  the  time  of  issu- 
ing such  execution,  together  with  the  costs  of  judgment, 
officers'  fees,  and  all  other  incidental  chaises  thereon; 
nevertheless,  in  case  of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolyency  of 
the  defendant  in  that  action  before  payment  of  the  said 
notes,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  the  plaintiflf  therein  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  prove  under  the  estate  of  the  defendant 
in  that  action  for  the  sum  of  1724/.  5s.  l(kf.,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  should  be  due  at  the  time  of  such  bankruptcy 
or  insolvency,  the  said  several  promissory  notes  having 
been  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  in  that  action,  firom  the 
defendant  therein,  as  a  composition  of  the  said  sum  of 
1724/.  5s,  lOd. ;  as  by  the  said  order,  remaining  in  the  said 
borough  court  of  Liverpool,  reference  being  thereunto 
had,  will  fully  appear :  That  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  said  order  of  the  said  Sir  Robert  Mounsey  Bolfe  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  also  of  the  issuing  of  the 
said  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  the  real  debt  bon&  fide  due  to  the  now  defend- 
ant, and  for  which  he  the  now  defendant  was  entitled  to 
issue  execution  upon  the  said  judgment,  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  150/.  5s,  lOd.  and  no  more,  together  with  41, 16s,  Sd, 
being  the  costs  of  the  said  judgment,  and  also  the  costs  of 
and  occasioned  by  the  application  for  the  said  order,  with 
the  costs  of  execution,  which  said  costs  of  and  occasioned 
by  the  said  application  for  the  said  order  were,  to  wit,  on 
&c.  in  the  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  taxed 
and  aUowed  at  the  sum  of  8/.  7s,,  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned.  But  the  now  defendant  in  hct  saith,  that 
after  the  issuing  of  the  said  writ  of  execution  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  and  before  the  delivery  thereof  to 
the  plaintiffs,  as  such  sheriffs  as  in  the  said  declaration 
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mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in  the  declaration  in  that  Bteh.  of  Pleat, 
behalf  mentioned,  the  now  defendant,  by  mistake  and  ^^^' 
misapprehension,  caused  the  said  indorsement  in  the 
dedaration  mentioned  to  be  made  on  the  said  writ, 
whereby  it  was  directed  that  the  said  sheriffs  should  take 
1732/.  9s.  6d.  and  interest  thereon  from  &c.,  till  paid, 
whereas  the  now  defendant  should  and  ought  by  the  in- 
dorsement to  have  directed  the  sheriffs  to  take  158/.  9s.  6d. 
and  interest  thereon  from  &c.,  till  paid,  and  no  more.  And 
the  now  defendant  fru*ther  says,  that  immediately  after  the 
arrest  of  the  said  J.  B.  by  the  said  sheriffs  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  the  said  writ  of  execution  as  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  and  whilst  the  said  J.  B.  was  in  the  custody 
of  the  said  sheriffs  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ, 
the  said  mistake  in  the  said  indorsement  was  discovered 
by  the  now  defendant,  whereupon  the  now  defendant  then 
caused  such  proceedings  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of  the  said 
execution  in  the  said  action,  before  the  said  Sir  Robert 
Monnsey  Bolfe,  then  being  one  of  the  Barons  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's Exchequer,  that  it  was  afterwards  to  wit,  on  &c.  in 
due  manner  ordered  by  the  said  Sir  Robert  Mounsey  Bolfe, 
that  the  now  defendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the 
said  indorsement  upon  the  said  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfa- 
ciendum, by  reducing  the  sum  of  1732/.  9s.  6d.  indorsed 
tiiereon  as  aforesaid,  to  158/.  9s.  6</. :  as  by  the  said  order, 
reference  being  thereunto  had,  will  more  fully  appear; 
which  said  last-mentioned  order  is  still  in  frdl  force  and 
effect,  and  hath  not  been  in  any  manner  reversed,  annulled, 
or  vacated.  And  the  now  defendant  frirther  saith,  that 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  he  the  now  defendant  caused 
tiie  said  order  to  be  in  due  manner  senred  upon  the 
said  sheriffs,  and  also  then  caused  the  said  indorsement 
on  the  said  writ  to  be  amended,  and  the  same  then 
was  amended,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  order,  that  is  to  say,  by  reducing  the  sum  of 
1782/.  9s.  6J.  indorsed  on  the  said  writ  of  execution,  to  the 
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Exek.  of  Pieat,  Said  sum  of  158/.  9s.  6d.;  and  thereupon^  by  the  said 
2^2l^  amended  indorsement  on  the  said  writ  of  execution,  it  was 
directed  and  marked  on  the  back  of  the  said  writ^  that  the 
said  sheriffs  should  take  158/.  9s.  6d.  and  interest  thereon 
from  &c.,  until  paid,  which  said  sum  of  158/.  9s.  6d.  was 
the  real  debt  bonfi  fide  due  and  claimed  by  the  now  defend- 
ant against  the  said  J.  R.  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
execution.  And  the  now  defendant  further  saith^  that  the 
amendment  was  so  made  in  the  said  indorsement  on  the 
said  writ  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.  last  aforesaid,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  shrievalty  of  the  now  plaintiffs,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  whilst  the  said 
3.  R.  was  in  the  custody  of  the  now  plaintifis  as  such 
sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ, 
and  that  thereupon  and  thereby  the  now  plaintiffs  as  such 
sheriffs  as  aforesaid  detained  the  said  J.  R.  in  their  cus- 
tody, under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  in  execution  for 
the  monies  so  mentioned  in  the  said  amended  indorsement 
on  the  said  writ,  and  for  no  other  or  greater  sum  of  money. 
And  the  defendant  in  fact  saith,  that  the  plaintiffs,  so 
being  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid,  were  not  prejudiced  by 
the  said  mistake  so  committed  in  the  said  indorsement  as 
aforesaid : — By  reason  of  which  said  several  premises,  the  now 
defendant  became  and  was  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiffs,  by 
force  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  pound- 
age for  the  said  monies  so  mentioned  in  the  said  amended 
indorsement,  and  thereby  marked  and  specified  on  the 
back  of  the  said  writ,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  168/.  9s.  6d,, 
and  for  no  other  or  greater  sum,  and  which  said  poundage 
for  the  said  last-mentioned  monies  amounted  to  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  6/.  9s.  6d.,  and  was  and  is 
the  sum  of  6/.  9s.  6d.  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea 
mentioned.    Verification. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder. — ^The  point  marked  for 
argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  was,  that  the  plea 
did  not  disclose  any  defence  to  the  claim  of  poundage  on 
the  whole  sum  marked  on  the  writ. 
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fF.  H,  Watson^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  sheriffs  Exch.  of  pieai, 


are  entitled  to  poundage  upon  the  sum  which  was  originally 
indorsed  upon  the  writ.  By  the  stat.  29  Eliz.^  c.  4,  sheriffs 
are  entitled  to  twelve  pence  for  every  twenty  shillings 
where  the  sum  does  not  exceed  £100^  and  sixpence  for  every 
twenty  shillings  being  over  and  above  the  sum  of  £100^ 
that  he  or  they  shall  levy  or  extend  and  deliver  in  execu- 
tion^ or  take  the  body  in  execution  for,  by  virtue  and  force 
of  any  extent  or  execution  whatsoever.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  under  that  statute  sheriffs  are  entitled  to 
poundage  upon  the  whole  amount  for  which  the  party  is 
taken  in  execution.  In  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Viscount  (F.  1),  it 
is  said — "  If  there  be  execution  by  ca.  sa.,  the  sheriff  shall 
have  his  fees  for  the  whole  debt :"  and  again,  '^  Though 
the  writ  be  erroneous,  he  shall  have  his  fees.^'  The  stat. 
8  Oeo.  1,  c.  15,  s.  17,  after  reciting  that  '  it  often  hap- 
pens that  small  sums  only  are  remaining  due  upon  judg- 
ments, &c.,  and  nevertheless,  upon  executing  writs  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  the  sheriff  demands  and  takes  for 
his  fees,  poundage  for  the  whole  money  for  which  such 
judgments,  &c.  are  entered,^  enacts,  ''  that  poundage  shall 
in  no  case  be  demanded  or  taken  upon  executing  any  writ 
of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  or  upon  charging  any  person  in 
execution  by  virtue  of  such  writ,  for  any  greater  sum  than 
the  real  debt  bona  fide  due  and  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
amounteth  unto,  which  sum  the  plaintiff  shall  be  and  is 
hereby  obliged  to  mark  and  specify  on  the  back  of  such 
writ,  before  the  same  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be  exe- 
cuted.'' The  sheriff  is  only  entitled  to  poundage,  thereforcj 
on  the  debt  really  due  and  claimed  by  the  plaintiff;  but  the 
sheriff  cannot  know  what  is  the  amount  really  and  bonfi 
fide  due,  and  it  is  the  plaintiff's  duty  to  indorse  that 
amount  on  the  writ,  and  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  levy  ac- 
cordingly. Here  a  writ  is  delivered  to  the  sheriffs,  indorsed 
with  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  which  they  cannot  dis- 
pute ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  a  mistake  was  made 
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£re*.  rf  pum,  in  the  indorsement.  In  Eark  t.  Phmmer  (a),  it  was  ex- 
'  pressly  held^  that  if  a  writ  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff^  and 
he  executes  it^  he  shall  have  his  fees  thoogh  the  writ  be 
erroneous.  That  shews  that  although  the  plaintiff  has 
committed  an  error^  he  cannot  set  it  up  as  an  answer,  but 
must  pay  the  fees.  So  if  a  sheriff  levy  under  a  fi.  £el,  he 
is  entitled  to  his  poundage,  though  the  parties  compronuse 
before  any  of  the  goods  are  sold ;  Alchin  v.  Welb  {b).  In 
Bawstome  v.  Wilkinson  (c),  where  the  sheriff  levied  under 
a  fi.  £&•  and  received  the  money,  and  afterwards  the  judg- 
ment and  execution  being  set  aside  for  irregularity,  and  the 
money  ordered  to  be  returned,  he  paid  it  back  with  the 
assent  of  the  plaintiff;  it  was  held  that  his  remedy  by 
action  of  debt  against  the  plaintiff  for  his  poundage  was  not 
taken  away.  That  case  is  in  point,  and  is  a  strong  autho- 
rity in  favour  of  the  pluntiffs.  Here  the  effect  of  the 
Judge's  order  was  to  set  aside  the  execution  pro  tantoj 
but  still  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  his  poundage  for  the  sum 
which  was  indorsed  upon  the  writ  which  he  has  executed. 

Martin^  contr&. — ^The  right  of  the  sheriff  to  poundage 
arisesfrom  no  contract  with  the  party,  but  from  the  execution 
of  his  duty  as  sheriff,  and  the  statute  provides  the  compensa- 
tion which  he  is  to  have  for  the  risk  incurred.  In  the  event 
of  an  escape,  the  sheriff  would  only  be  liable  for  the  amount 
really  due  from  the  defendant  in  the  original  action,  and 
not  for  the  sum  erroneously  indorsed  upon  the  writ.  The 
remedy  by  action  of  debt  for  an  escape  was  given  by  the 
statutes  of  Westminster  2,  18  Edw.  1,  c.  11,  and  1  Bic.  2, 
c.  12 ;  and  in  Bonafoua  v.  Walker  {d),  BuUer,  J.  says — 
''  The  sense  of  these  statutes  is,  that  the  party  who  suffers 
by  the  escape  shall  have  the  same  remedy  against  the 
gaoler  which  he  had  against  the  debtor.    But  he  cannot 

(a)Salk.332.  (e)  4  M.  &  Selw.  256. 

(6)5T.  R.470.  (</)  2  T.  R.  162. 
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recover  more  than  he  could  have  recovered  against  such  ori-  Etch.  o/PUat, 
ginal  debtor ;  and  the  debtor  in  this  case  would  have  been  w  ' 
entitled  to  be  discharged  on  paying  what  was  really  due/' 
The  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiffs  are  not  applicable.  Earle  v. 
Plummer  was  the  case  of  an  irregular  writ^  and  the  sheriff 
would  be  entitled  to  his  poundage^  because  he  would  be  li- 
able in  the  event  of  an  escape,  unless  the  writ  was  set  aside 
for  irregularity,  as  he  could  not  say,  in  an  action  brought 
against  him  for  an  escape,  that  the  writ  was  void.  In  Ahkin 
V.  fVeUs,  the  sheriff  had  incurred  a  responsibility  by  mak- 
ing the  levy,  and  the  subsequent  agreement  between  the 
parties  could  not  deprive  him  of  his  poundage,  which  he 
had  become  entitled  to  for  that  responsibility.  So  also,  in 
Rawstome  v.  Wilkinson,  the  judgment  and  execution  were 
set  aside  for  irregularity ;  but  the  sheriff  had  incurred  a 
responsibility,  and  it  was  just  that  he  should  receive  his 
remuneration.  But  in  the  present  case  the  sheriffs  never 
incurred  any  responsibility  beyond  the  sum  of  158/.  9s.  6d,, 
the  amount  really  remaining  due.  Thestat.  8  Oeo.  1,  c.  15, 
8. 17,  is  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  defendant ;  for  it  limits 
the  right  to  poundage  to  the  debt  really  and  bon&  fide  due. 
In  the  case  where  a  judgment  is  signed  for  the  penalty  of  a 
bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  a  smaller  sum,  the 
sheriff  is  not  entitled  to  poundage  upon  the  amount  of  the 
penalty,  but  upon  the  sum  really  due.  [Parke,  B. — ^By  the 
statute,  the  plaintiff  is  to  mark  on  the  back  of  the  writ  the 
sum  really  due ;  and  if  the  sheriff  takes  poundage  on  a 
greater  sum,  he  is  liable  to  extortion.  Suppose  the  plain- 
tiff directs  the  amount  of  the  penalty  to  be  levied,  is  not 
the  sheriff  to  do  so  ?  What  is  there  to  guide  the  sheriff 
but  the  indorsement  ?  According  to  your  argument,  the 
sheriff  would  be  liable  for  extortion.]  It  is  not  necessary 
to  contend  for  that.  The  case  of  a  sheriff  coming  to  insist 
upon  a  demand  to  which  he  is  not  entitled,  is  different  from 
that  of  a  party  seeking  to  make  the  sheriff  liable  for  extortion 
by  reason  of  a  mistake  in  the  indorsement  on  the  writ. 
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Exek,  of  Pleat,  [Parke,  B. — ^The  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  amount 
^^^'  ^  to  which  the  sheriff  is  entitled  is  to  be  measured  by  the 
sum  really  due ;  and  the  sheriff  can  only  know  what  is 
due  by  the  indorsement.  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — Suppose 
the  plaintiff  in  an  action  obtained  judgment  for  a  certain 
sum,  and  by  mistake  indorsed  a  larger  sum  on  the  writ 
of  execution ;  in  an  action  for  an  escape,  he  would  have 
to  set  forth  the  judgment,  and  could  not  recover  more 
than  the  amount  of  the  judgment.  Or  suppose  the  judg- 
ment by  mistake  to  have  been  entered  up  for  more  than 
was  due  or  recovered  at  the  trial,  and  execution  was  issued 
for  that  amount,  and  afterwards  the  plaintiff  applied  to 
the  Court  and  corrected  the  error  by  reducing  the  amount, 
in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  an  escape,  he  surely 
would  be  liable  only  for  the  amount  really  due.] 

fVatson,  in  reply. — ^Take  the  case  as  it  stood  on  the  day  of 
the  arrest  in  execution,  and  suppose  the  defendant  in  the  ac- 
tion had  escaped  the  day  after,  and  the  plaintiff  had  brought 
his  action  against  the  sheriffs  on  that  day,  the  sheriffs  would 
have  had  no  means  of  examining  the  correctness  of  the  judg- 
ment or  indorsement  on  the  writ,  and  must  have  had  judg- 
ment against  them  for  the  amount  indorsed  on  the  writ ;  and 
they  are  therefore  entitled  to  their  poundage  upon  the  sum 
directed  to  be  levied.  If  indeed  theamount  indorsed  upon  the 
writ  were  more  than  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  the  she- 
riffs would  only  be  entitled  to  poundage  upon  the  amount 
of  the  judgment;  but  in  this  case  there  is  a  judgment 
for  the  whole  amount  indorsed  upon  the  writ.  The  she- 
riffs were  bound  to  obey  the  writ,  and  to  execute  it  ac- 
cording to  its  terms.  They  could  not  come  to  the 
Court  to  alter  the  indorsement  by  the  judgment,  which 
would  be  conclusive  against  them.  In  an  action  for  an 
escape,  the  declaration  sets  out  the  judgment  and  the  writ 
delivered  to  the  sheriff;  and  if  the  judgment  and  the  writ 
correspond  therewith,  they  would  be  conclusive  against 
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him.     The  defendant  might  shew  that  less  was  due^  but  E*eh.  of  Pleats 
the  sheriff  has  no  right  to  do  so.      The  right  to  poundage     ^   ^^^'   . 
arises  on  the  making  of  the  arrest^  and  cannot  be  affected        Evanb 
by  anything  which  takes  place  afterwards.  Mambro. 

Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — I  have  always  thought  that  where 
the  sheriff  is  charged  in  debt  for  an  escape^  he  stands  in 
the  same  situation  as  the  defendant  in  the  original  action; 
and  if  so^  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  equities  which  the  latter 
would  have  had  against  the  plaintiff^  and  may  shew  the 
real  merits  of  the  case,  and  to  what  extent  the  defendant 
was  liable.  Then  his  right  to  poundage  is  to  be  measured 
by  his  liability.  The  Court,  however,  will  take  time  to 
consider. 

Parke,  B. — I  have  some  difficulty  in  saying  that,  in  an 
action  for  an  escape,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  as  originally  indorsed  upon 
the  writ.  No  doubt  the  Court  would  exercise  an  equitable 
jurisdiction  over  the  matter,  and  the  sheriff  might  shew 
that  part  of  the  debt  had  been  paid,  but  that  is  entirely  a 
collateral  proceeding. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.--We  have  considered  this  case,  and 
are  of  opinion  that  the  sheriffs  are  not  entitled  to  pound- 
age on  the  sum  originally  indorsed  upon  the  ca.  sa.  It 
appears  that  the  indorsement  on  the  writ  was,  by  mistake, 
of  a  greater  sum  than  the  amount  really  due;  and  the 
phiintiffs  claim  poundage  in  respect  of  the  sum  so  in- 
dorsed.  Now,  by  the  statute  3  Geo.  1,  c.  15,  s.  17,  it  is 
enacted,  ''that  poundage  shall  in  no  case  be  demanded 
or  taken  upon  execution  of  any  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfa- 
ciendum, &c.,  or  upon  charging  any  person  in  execution  by 
virtue  of  such  writ,  for  any  greater  sum  than  the  real 
debt  bona  fide  due  and  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  amounteth 
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Ejteh.  rf  Pieatt  xmto,  wluch  Sum  the  plaintiff  sliall  be  and  is  hereby 
^^^*  obliged  to  mark  and  specify  on  the  back  of  sach  writ  be- 
fore the  same  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be  executed.'' 
The  claim  of  the  sheriff  for  poundage  is  plainly  limited  to 
an  amount  calculated  with  reference  to  the  sum  really  dae; 
and  although  the  amount  actually  indorsed  may,  prim& 
facie,  be  the  basis  of  that  calculation,  yet  if  an  indorse- 
ment be  made  by  mistake,  and  that  mistake  be  corrected, 
the  sheriff's  claim  must  be  regulated  accordingly. 


Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Jan.  18,  20. 

Where  a  party 
has  been  let 
into  possession 
of  lands  under 
a  contract  of 
purchase,  but 
does  not  com- 
plete the  pur- 
chase, and  re- 


Laird  V.  PiH  and  Another. 

Assumpsit.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
that  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1836,  in  consideration  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  would  sell 
them  a  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  situated  between  Bidston 
Road  and  Cleveland  Street,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  at 

ftisM  to  pay  *he  *^®  P^^®  ^'  ^*®  ^^  '^*-  ^^*  ^7  ^^®  Square  yard,  to  be  paid 
purchase-mo-     ^8  soou  as  the  conveyaucc  thereof  should  be  completed, 

ney,  and  no  con-       ^       ^  "  * 

Teyanceisexecu-  with  interest  thenceforth  on  such  purchase-money,  at  the 
cannot  recover  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  P^^  Cent,  by  the  year,  until  paid,  the  defendants 
¥rhoie***'ro****t  ^  ^*^®  ^^^  liberty  of  making  bricks  and  erecting  steam- 
of  the  purchase-  engines  ou  such  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  the  defendants  pro- 
the  damages       mised  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  the  said  lot  or  parcel  ci 

ed  by  hu  br^h  ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  plaintiff,  and  to  pay  him  for  the  same  at  the 

of  contract        rate  or  price  and  on  the  terms  aforesaid.    And  the  plain- 
in  assumpsit 

by  the  vendor 

against  the  purchasers  of  land,  the  declaration  stated,  that  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiirs 
selling  to  the  defendants  certain  land,  to  be  paid  for  at  toon  at  the  eontoeyamct  thouid  be  cmi- 
pitted,  the  defendants  promised  to  purchase  and  pay  for  the  same.  Averment,  that  although 
the  plaintiff  had  allowed  the  defendants  to  enter  into  possession  of  the  lands,  and  bad  always 
been  ready  and  willing  to  make  a  good  title,  and  offered  the  defendants  to  execute  a  convey- 
ance, and  woutd  have  tendered  a  proper  conveyance,  but  that  the  defendantt  ditcharged  him  from  t» 
doing ;  yet  the  defendants  did  not  regard  their  said  promise,  and  did  not  pay  the  piamtiff  the 
purehate'money,  or  any  part  thereof.  Plea,  that  no  conveyance  had  ever  been  made  or  executed 
to  the  defendants : — Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  and  the  declaration  good. 
QMm'e^  whether  the  declaration  would  have  been  suffidtnt  on  tpeeUU  dtmurrsr. 
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ti£f  says^  that  although  the  plaintiff,  relying  on  the  said  Exek.  rf  Pleat, 
promise  of  the  defendants,  did,  within  a  short  and  reason- 
able  time  from  the  making  of  the  said  promise,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  allow  and  permit  the  de- 
fendants to  enter  into  and  take  possession  of  the  said  lot 
or  parcel  of  land,  and  the  defendants  did,  to  wit,  then, 
take  such  possession  thereof,  and  have  continued  in  such 
possession  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  hitherto :  and  although 
the  plaintiff,  from  the  time  of  making  the  said  promise  to 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  has  performed  and  fulfilled 
every  thing  on  his  part  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  and 
has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  make  appear  to  the 
defendants  a  good  and  sufficient  title  in,  and  right  and 
power  to  convey,  the  said  lot  or  parcel  of  land  in  fee-sim- 
ple, together  with  the  liberty  aforesaid,  and  to  execute  and 
complete  a  conveyance  thereof  in  fee-simple  to  the  defend- 
ants, together  with  the  liberty  aforesaid ;  and  after  the 
expiration  of  a  reasonable  time,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  October  1837, 
offered  the  defendants  to  execute  and  complete  a  convey- 
ance thereof,  together  with  the  liberty  aforesaid,  to  the 
defendants,  and  would  then  have  tendered  to  the  defend- 
ants a  draft  of  a  proper  conveyance,  and  also  a  proper  con- 
vqrance,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  but  that  the  defendants 
then  discharged  the  plaintiff  from  so  doing ;  of  all  which 
the  defendants,  from  the  time  of  making  the  said  promise, 
have  had  notice :  yet  the  defendants  did  not  regard  their 
said  promise,  and  did  not  nor  would  pay  the  plaintiff  the 
said  purchase-money  for  the  said  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  to- 
gether with  the  said  liberty,  or  any  part  thereof,  at  or  after 
the  expiration  of  the  said  reasonable  time  as  aforesaid,  or 
at  any  other  time,  but  have  wholly  neglected  and  refused 
so  to  do;  and  the  plaintiff  has  been  and  is  wholly  deprived 
of  the  said  purchase-money,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to 
wit,  jS4i125,  together  with  interest  thereon,  to  which  he 
ought  and  otherwise  would  have  been  entitled  as  aforesaid. 
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Exch,  of  PUaif  — ^There  were  also  counts  for  use  and  occupation^  goods  sold 
^^^*        and  delivered,  and  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendants  pleaded  non  assumpserunt,  and  several 
special  pleas,  of  which  the  sixth  plea  (to  the  first  count)  was^ 
that  no  conveyance  of  the  said  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  or  any 
part  thereof,  has  ever  been  made  or  executed  or  completed 
to  them  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  or  to  any  per- 
son on  their  behalf,  or  in  any  manner  whatsoever. — Veri- 
fication. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  all  the  pleas  except  the  above, 
to  which  he  demurred  generally,  and  the  defendants  joined 
in  demurrer.  The  point  stated  for  argument  by  the  plain- 
tiff was  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  execu- 
tion of  a  conveyance  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
maintaining  this  action,  and  that  if  it  were  it  has  been 
waived,  and  that  consequently  the  plea  demurred  to  is 
bad. — The  defendants'  points  were  as  follows : — The  de- 
fendants will  contend  that  the  plea  is  a  sufScient  answer 
to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration ;  and  they  will  also 
contend  that  the  first  count  is  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  it 
shews  no  sufficient  breach  of  the  contract  stated  in  that 
count ;  and  ako  that  the  statement  in  the  declaration,  that 
the  plaintiff  offered  to  execute  a  conveyance,  and  would 
have  tendered  one,  but  that  the  defendants  dispensed  with 
it,  is  no  sufficient  ground  for  alleging  as  a  breach  that  the 
defendants  did  not  pay  the  purchase-money;  and  that 
upon  the  promise  stated  in  the  first  count,  the  non-pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money  is  no  breach  of  contract  as 
alleged  in  that  count;  and  that  the  breach  alleged  in  the 
first  count,  and  the  claim  to  damages  as  therein  stated, 
are  not  warranted  by  the  premises  or  allegations  in  that 
count. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  upon  the  issues  in  fact,  be- 
fore Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  assizes,  when  it  appeared 
that  the  defendants  (who  were  directors  of  a  company  called 
the  Saw-Mills'  and  Timber  Company,  for  which  the  purchase 
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was  made)  had  been  put  into  possession  of  the  land  under  E*eh.  of  PUat. 
the  agreement^  and  had  taken  therefrom  and  sold  a  quantity  ^ 
of  brick  clay.  They  subsequently  refused  altogether  to 
complete  the  purchase^  upon  which  the  plaintiff  brought 
this  action^  for  the  recovery  of  the  purchase-money,  and  for 
the  value  of  the  clay  so  taken  and  sold.  It  was  contended 
for  the  plaintiff  at  the  trials  that  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money agreed  on^  with  interest^  was  the  proper 
measure  of  damages  on  the  first  count.  For  the  defend- 
ants it  was  insisted^  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  the  ptu*chase-money,  as  the  land  had  never  been 
conveyed,  and  the  plaintiff  still  remained  the  owner  of  it 
as  before  the  agreement  for  sale  to  the  defendants.  The 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  the  whole  purchase-money,  but  was  entitled,  on  the 
first  count,  to  such  damages  only  as  had  resulted  from  the 
defendants'  breach  of  their  contract :  and  a  verdict  was 
accordingly  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  £750,  made  up  as 
follows : — £680  for  interest  on  the  purchase-money  up  to 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  £70  for  the  value 
of  the  brick  clay.     In  last  Michaelmas  Term  (Nov.  3rd), 

Cresswell  moved,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  by  the 
learned  Judge,  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  damages 
should  not  be  increased  by  the  sum  of  £4125,  the  amount 
of  the  purchase-money. — The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  full  amount  of  the  purchase-money.  This  is  a  contract 
for  a  specific  plot  of  land,  to  which  the  plaintiff  has  shewn 
a  good  title,  and  which  he  has  offered  to  convey  to  the  de- 
fendants in  pursuance  of  the  contract.  He  has  a  right  to 
connder  them  as  the  o^ers,  and  to  insist  on  payment  of 
the  price.  Sir  E.  Sugden  {a)  appears  to  consider,  that  a 
vendor  may  recover  the  purchase-money  without  having 
executed  a  conveyance,  where  the  purchaser  has  discharged 

(a)  1  Vend.  &  P.,  10th  Ed.  374. 
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BteM.  of  puas,  faim  from  80  doing.     [Alderson,  B. — It  is  like  the  case  of 

goods  bargained  and  sold,  and  an  action  bronght  for  not 
accepting  them,  in  which  case  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  breach  of  contract  can  alone  be  recovered.]  There  the 
plaintiff  treats  the  goods  as  still  his  own.  [Parke,  B. — So 
here,  the  land  is  still  yours  at  law :  you  might  bring  gect- 
ment  for  it  immediately  after  this  verdict.]  In  HawkiHS 
V.  Kemp  (a),  which  was  an  action  by  the  vendors  of  an 
estate  against  the  vendee,  who  had  refused  to  prepare  any 
conveyance  as  required  by  the  conditions  of  sale,  or  to  pay 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money  beyond  the  deposit, 
a  verdict  was  given  for  the  whole  residue  of  the  purchase* 
money.  The  defendants  may  afterwards  go  into  equity  to 
compel  a  conveyance. 

Parke,  B. — The  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action  of 
this  nature,  is  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  rea- 
son of  the  defendants  not  having  performed  their  con- 
tract. The  question  is,  how  much  worse  is  the  plaintiff 
by  the  diminution  in  the  value  of  the  land,  or  the  loss  of 
the  purchase-money,  in  consequence  of  the  non-perform- 
ance of  the  contract?  It  is  clear  he  cannot  have  the  land 
and  its  value  too.  A  party  cannot  recover  the  full  value 
of  a  chattel,  unless  under  circumstances  which  import 
that  the  property  has  passed  to  the  defendant,  as  in  the 
case  of  goods  sold  and  delivered,  where  they  have  been  abso- 
lutely parted  with,  and  cannot  be  sold  again.  The  direc- 
tion of  my  Brother  Rolfe,  therefore,  was  quite  correct. 

Alderson,  B.,  Ourney,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  irefused. 

The  demurrer  was  now  argued  by 

Cowling y  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  execution  of  a  convey- 

{a)  3  East,  410. 
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ance  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  reco*  E*ek.  of  PUtut 
vering  in  this  action^  and  if  it  were,  it  has  been  waived 
by  the  defendants.  The  plea  is  clearly  bad.  It  states 
no  more  than  is  admitted  on  the  face  of  the  declaration; 
it  amounts  in  effect  only  to  a  demnrrer  to  the  first  count. 
But  it  will  be  argued  that  that  count  is  bad.  It  is  sub- 
mitted, however,  that  although  it  may  be  somewhat  more 
diffuse  than  was  necessary,  it  is  good.  It  states  the  con- 
tract— the  possession  taken  by  the  defendants — ^the  plain- 
tiff's readiness  to  execute  a  conveyance — ^the  expiration  of 
a  reasonable  time  —  and  that  the  plaintiff  offered  to 
execute  a  conveyance,  and  would  have  tendered  a  proper 
conveyance,  but  that  the  defendants  discharged  him  from  so 
doing.  There  is  nothing  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  ordi- 
nary rule,  that  the  purchaser  is  bound  to  prepare  the  con- 
veyance; but  nevertheless,  the  plaintiff  has  offered  a  con- 
veyance here,  but  the  defendants  have  dispensed  with  it. 
That  condition  precedent,  if  it  be  one,  has  therefore  been 
waived.  Then  it  is  said  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  whole  purchase-money ;  but  the  declaration  does 
not  seek  to  do  so :  the  breach  is  only  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  non-performance  of  the  contract.  But  even 
if  the  declaration  were  wrong  in  seeking  to  recover  the 
whole  purchase-money,  that  would  be  no  bar  to  the  action ; 
but  the  defendants  undertake  by  this  plea  to  say  some- 
thing in  bar  of  the  whole  action.  [He  was  then  stopped 
by  the  Court.] 

WightnuAj  for  the  defendants. — The  first  count  of  the 
declaration  is  bad.  The  breach  alleged  does  not  properly 
follow  from  the  premises  stated.  The  count  alleges  that, 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendants,  would  sell  them  a  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  &c. 
at  the  price  of  Is,  6d.  the  square  yard,  to  be  paid  as  soon 
as  the  cowveyance  thereof  should  be  completed^  &c.,  the  de- 
fendants promised  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  the  land  of 
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JBrcA.  0/  Pha$,  him^  and  to  pay  him  for  the  same  at  the  rate  or  price 
^  '   ^     and  on  the  terms  aforesaid :  and  the  breach  assigned  is. 
Laird        that  the  defendants  did  not  regard  their  promise,  and  did 
PiM.         not  nor  would  pay  theplainiiff  the  said  pur  chase-money ,  &c. 
There  is  no  good  breach,  therefore,  unless  the  defendants 
were  bound  under  the  circumstances  to  pay  the  purchase- 
money  ;  if  they  were  not  it  is  a  bad  breach,  and  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  in  respect  of  it.    The  rule  as  to  dejiendent 
covenants  is  thus  laid  down  in  the  notes  to  the  case  of 
Pordage  v.  Cole  (a) : — **  It  is  justly  observed,  that  covenants 
&;c.,  are  to  be  construed  to  be  dependent  or  independent 
of  each  other,  according  to  the  intention  and  meaning  of 
the  parties,  and  the  good  sense  of  the  case;  and  technical 
words  should  give  way  to  such  intention/'     The  following 
rules  are  then  enunciated: — 1.  ''K  a  day  be  appointed 
for  payment  of  money  or  part  of  it,  or  for  doing  any  other 
act,  and  the  day  is  to  happen,  or  may  happen,  before  the 
thing  which  is  the  consideration  of  the  money  or  other 
act  is  to  be  performed,  an  action  may  be  brought  for  the 
money,  or  for  not  doing  such  other  act,  before  perform- 
ance; for  it  appears  that  the  party  relied  upon  his  remedy ^ 
and  did  not  intend  to  make  the  performance  a  condition 
precedent :  and  so  it  is  where  no  time  is  fixed  for  perform- 
ance of  that  which  is  the  consideration  of  the  money  or 
other  act/'     A  vendor,  therefore,  may  declare  for  non- 
payment of  the  purchase-money  on  a  certain  day,  although 
no  conveyance  have  been  executed. — ''  But,  2.  when  a 
day  is  appointed  for  the  payment  of  money,  &c.,  and  the 
day  is  to  happen  after  the  thing  which  is  the  dbnsideration 
of  the  money  &c.  is  to  be  performed,  no  action  can  be 
maintained  for  the  money,  &c.,  before  performance.''    The 
present  case  falls  within  the  latter  rule.     It  does  not  ap- 
pear here,  that  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  recover  the  pur- 
chase-money,  the  defendants  would   have    any  remedy 
against  him  for  the  land ;  they  only  stipulate  to  pay  as 

(a)  1  Sauad.  320  a.,  n.  (4). 
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soon  as  the  conveyance  shall  be  completed.  [Parke,  B, —  Exch.  ofpieoi. 
The  conveyance  and  the  payment  are  to  be  contempora-  ^  _  — 
neons  acts.]  A  tender  of  the  conveyance  is  not  sufficient ; 
it  must  be  executed  before  payment  can  be  enforced.  So^ 
"  if  two  men  should  agree^  one  that  the  other  should  have 
his  horse^  the  other  that  he  will  pay  £10  for  him^  no  action 
lies  for  the  money  till  the  horse  be  delivered :''  Thorpe  v. 
Hwrpe  (a).  [Parke,  B.,  referred  to  Knight  v.  Keech  (A).] 
It  does  not  appear  here  that  there  were  any  mutual  re- 
medies^ or^  if  there  were^  that  the  defendants  intended  to 
rely  upon  them :  they  stipulated  to  pay  their  money  only 
when  the  purchase  was  completed;  and  although  they  may 
have  subjected  themselves  to  an  action  for  damages^  they 
are  not  liable  to  this  action  until  after  the  execution  of 
the  conveyance.  The  plaintiff  has  therefore  mistaken  his 
remedy ;  he  should  have  declared  merely  for  damages  for 
the  non*completion  of  the  contract^  whereas  here  his  only 
breach  is  the  non-payment  of  the  purchase-money^  which, 
on  this  statement,  he  is  not  entitled  to :  Warn  v.  Bick^ 
ford  (c),  PKUips  v.  Fielding  (rf) . 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Cowling  to  proceed  with  his  argument. — In  the  first  place, 
the  count  does  not  claim  to  recover  the  whole  purchase- 
money.  The  breach,  it  is  true,  states  that  the  defendants 
did  not  nor  would  pay  the  plaintiff  the  said  purchase-money, 
or  amy  part  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  and  is 
wholly  deprived  of  it.  But  it  would  have  been  sufficient 
if  it  had  alleged  merely,  that  the  defendants  did  not 
regard  their  said  promise,  and  then  concluded  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff,  &c.  The  special  damage  alleged 
cannot  be  traversed  or  demurred  to,  and  the  plaintiff  may 

(«)  1    Salk.  171 ;    Ld.   Raym.  (c)  7  Price,  550. 

662.  (d)  2H.B1. 123. 

{h)  Skin.  344. 

VOL.  VII.  K  K  M.  W. 
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Exeh.ypuui,  always  recover  for  the  damage  properly  alleged.    Under 

that  form  of  breach^  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered  all 
that  he  has  actually  recovered  in  this  action ;  and  upon 
this  demurrer^  (the  plea  being  to  the  whole  count),  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  reco- 
ver anything.  Janes  v.  Barkley  (a)  is  an  express  authority 
for  the  plaintiff.  There  it  was  agreed  that  on  the  plain- 
tiffs, who  were  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  assigning  the  equity 
of  redemption  in  certain  Bank  Stock  to  L.,  a  mortgagee, 
and  executing  to  him  a  general  release, thedefendant  should, 
four  months  after  the  allowance  of  the  bankrupt's  certifi- 
cate, pay  a  certain  sum  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors.  The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffB 
had  at  all  times  since  the  agreement  been  ready  and  will- 
ing, and  at  the  expiration  of  the  four  months,  vis.  on 
&c.,  offered  to  assign  the  equity  of  redemption  to  L.,  and 
to  execute  a  general  release,  and  did  then  and  there 
tender  to  the  defendant  a  draft  of  such  assignment  and 
release  to  L.,  for  the  defendant's  approbation,  and  did 
then  and  there  offer  to  execute  and  deliver,  and  would 
have  executed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  such  assign- 
ment and  release,  but  that  the  defendant  then  and  there 
absolutely  discharged  the  plaintiffs  from  executing  the 
same,  or  any  assignment  or  release  whatever :  and  it  was 
held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  plaintiffs  might  maintain  their 
action  for  the  non-payment  of  the  money  by  the  defendant : 
on  the  ground,  that  where  something  is  covenanted  or 
agreed  to  be  performed  by  each  of  two  parties  at  the  same 
time,  he  who  was  ready  and  offered  to  perform  his  part, 
but  was  discharged  by  the  other,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  the  other  for  not  performing  his  part.  Glazebrook 
V.  Woodrow  (6),  Goodisson  v.  Nunn  (c),  and  Martin  v. 
Smith  {d)f  are  authorities  to  the  same  effect.    [Parke,  B.-— 


(a)  2  Dougl.  684.  (c)  4  T.  R.  761. 

(6)  8  T.  R.  366.  {d)  6  East,  555. 
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Your  argument  is^  that  nothing  remains  to  be  done  which  Bxeh,  of  pieatp 
is  beneficial  to  the  plaintiff^  but  the  payment  of  the  mo- 
ney.]  Yes;  the  plaintiff  has  perhaps  even  done  more  than 
was  necessary.  In  Glazebrook  v.  Woodrow,  Le  Blanc,  J., 
says — "  The  payment  is  the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance^ and  cannot  be  enforced  till  that  be  made^  or  at  least 
offered  to  be  made,  by  the  plaintiff/'  Here  more  than 
that  is  shewn  to  have  been  done. 

Wightman. — Unless  the  defendants  are  bound  to  pay 
the  purchase-money,  no  damages  can  be  recovered  for  the 
non-payment  of  it :  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  must  shew  not 
only  that  the  defendants  did  not  pay,  but  also  that  they 
were  bound  to  pay.  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are 
distinguishable,  and  fall  within  the  first  rule  cited  from 
the  note  to  Pordage  v.  Cole.  In  all  of  them,  the  conveyance 
was  to  be  executed,  and  payment  to  be  made,  on  a  certain 
day ;  and  when  the  plaintiff  had  done  all  that  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  do  on  that  day,  the  non-payment  was 
a  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  But 
here  the  time  for  payment  has  not  yet  arrived.  [^Parke,  B. 
^-In  Jones  v.  Barkley,  the  payment  depended  on  the  pre- 
vious act  of  assignment,  as  here  of  conveyance.]  There 
was  in  that  case  a  fixed  day  appointed :  the  defendant  was 
not  bound  to  pay  until  that  day,  although  all  the  condi- 
ditions  precedent  had  been  performed  by  the  plaintiffs; 
but  on  the  other  hand,  he  was  bound  to  pay  on  that  day, 
unless  he  could  shew  good  cause  to  the  contrary.  [Lord 
Abmger,  C.B. — ^The  day  was  material  until  the  four  months 
had  elapsed,  but  not  afterwards.  Parke,  B. — ^After  the 
expiration  of  the  four  months,  Jones  v.  Barkley  became 
identical  with  the  present  case ;  the  money  was  then  to  be 
paid  simply  on  the  execution  of  the  assignment.  Lord 
Mansfield  says,  ''The  question  is,  whether  there  was  a 
sufficient  performance.  The  party  must  shew  he  was  ready ; 
but  if  the  other  stops  him  on  the  ground  of  an  intention 

K  k2 


484  CASES   IN   THE   IXCHBQUER^ 

Exeh.  of  PUat,  not  to  perform  his  part^  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  first  to 

-I0  4  1 

^  *°^  •  ^  go  farther,  and  do  a  nugatory  act/']  But  here  the  money 
Laird  is  not  to  be  paid  until  qfter  the  completion  of  the  convey- 
P^'if.  ance.  True,  it  is  by  the  defendants'  default  that  it  is  not 
completed,  and  they  may  be  liable  in  damages  for  that 
default;  but  not  for  non-payment  of  the  money,  until  the 
time  for  payment  of  it  has  actually  arrived.  The  case  falls 
entirely  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  HoU  in  Thorpe 
y.  Thorpe.  Then  as  to  the  breach,  it  is  clear  that  it  must 
be  taken  to  be  contained  in  the  express  allegation  that  the 
defendants  did  not  pay  the  purchase-money  after  a  reason- 
able time.  Suppose  the  Court  held  that,  on  this  declara- 
tion, the  plaintiff  might  recover  the  whole  purchase-money; 
what  counter-remedy  have  the  defendants  ?  Mutual  pro- 
mises are  not  even  alleged.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.B. — It  is 
certainly  informal ;  but  does  it  not  amount  in  substance  to 
a  complaint  against  the  defendants  for  not  completing  the 
purchase?]  Assuming  it  to  be  so,  still  that  does  not 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  purchase-money :  but 
the  non-completion  of  the  purchase  is  not  assigned  as  a 
breach,  but  is  stated  before  the  allegation  of  the  breach. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.B. — I  think  that  the  breach  is  in- 
formally alleged,  and  that  the  words,  'Uhat  the  defendants 
did  not  regard  their  said  promise,''  are  not  sufBicient  to 
constitute  a  good  breach,  so  as  to  cure  the  defect;  but  the 
objection,  as  it  arises  on  general  demurrer,  cannot  prevail. 
With  regard  to  the  averment  of  the  plaintiff's  being  roady 
and  willing,  and  having  offered,  to  execute  a  conveyance, 
the  case  of  Jones  v.  Barkley  appears  to  be  an  express 
authority,  and  must  govern  the  present  case.  The  aver- 
ment is,  that  the  plaintiff  offered  to  execute  a  conveyance, 
and  would  have  tendered  a  proper  conveyance,  but  that 
the  defendants  discharged  him  firom  so  doing.  That, 
coupled  with  the  other  allegations  in  the  declaration,  is 
substantially  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  averred  that  the 
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defendants  had  refused  to  execute  a  conveyance  actually  Sxeh.  of  PUai, 
tendered  to  them.     Our  judgment  must  therefore  be  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Parke^  B. — I  have  had  considerable  doubt  on  this  case 
in  the  course  of  the  argument^  but  I  have  at  length  arrived 
at  the  same  conclusion  as  that  stated  by  my  Lord.     This 
declaration  is  certainly  informally  drawn^  but  I  think  it  is 
sufficient  on  general  demurrer^  upon  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Jones  v.  Barkley.     Upon  the  facts  alleged  in  this  decla- 
ration^ the  plaintiff  is  substantially  in  the  same  situation^ 
for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  money^  as  if  all  had  been 
done  on  his  part  which  he  engaged  to  do.     It  does  not 
follow  that  he  shall  recover  the  whole  purchase-money^ 
but  he  is  in  the  same  situation  for  the  purpose  of  recover- 
ing damages  for  the  non-paymentof  the  price^  as  if  all  had 
been  done  by  him.    The  distinction  which  it  has  been 
attempted  to  draw  between  this  case  and  Jones  v.  Barkley, 
is  no  distinction  at  all;   it  proceeds  altogether  on  the 
ground^  that  there  two  contemporaneous  acts  were  to  be 
done  on  a  particular  day :  but  the  case  is  just  the  same 
whether  two  contemporaneous  acts  are  to  be  done  at  an 
indefinite  time^  or  on  a  specified  day.     The  only  distinction 
iz,  that  in  that  case  one  simple  act  was  to  be  done  by  the 
plaintiffs^  which  the  defendant  discharged  them  from  doing; 
here,  what  the  plaintiff  has  to  do  is  somewhat  more  com- 
plicated ;   first  he  is  to  make  a  good  title^  then  the  de- 
fendants are  to  prepare  the  conveyance,  and  the  plaintiff 
to  execute  it ;  and  the  defendants  having  discharged  him 
from  doing  that,  it  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  done.  Ac- 
cording to  Jones  V.  Barkley,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  in 
the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  performed  all  his  part  of 
the  agreement; — ^that  is,  as  if  he  had  perfected  a  con- 
veyance.    That  is  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  at 
length  arrived,  and  to  which,  perhaps,  I  should  not  have 
oome  but  for  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Barkley.    This  is  all  on 
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Bxek.  rf  Pieot,  general  demnrrer;  had  the  question  arisen  on  spedal 

demurrer^  I  doubt  whether  I  should  haye  come  to  the  same 
conclusion. 

Gurnet^  B.  and  Rolfe^  B.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plainti£F(a). 

(a)  See  Poole  v.  Hill,  6  M.  &  W.  S35. 


Palmer  and  Another  t;.  Gk)ODEN  and  Others. 

Jan,  25.        /^ 

Plel^  to  an  ac-  v^OVENANT^  by  the  trustees  of  the  Honiton  tnmpike- 
for^renrdiie  for  ^^^>  ^OT  rent  due  for  tumpikc-tolls  demised  to  the  de- 

n'^fc^u"  ^«°^*«'  ""^  P»y*^^«  ^7  ««'*»^  """"^Wy  payment., 
became  due,  the  Breach^  the  nou-paymeut  of  five  such  monthly  payments. 

entered  intoand  Scoond  plea,  as  to  the  sum  of  &c.j  parcel  &c.;  actionem 
part"  of  aT^"  **^^'  because  before  the  said  sum  of  Sec  became  due,  and 
tolls,  and  then    nf^er  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit,  on  8bc.,  the 

ejected,  ex-  ,  ^  ^  •"»• 

peiied,  put  out,  Said  trustees  m  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  declaration 
the  defendant  mentioned,  with  force  and  arms  &;c.,  entered  into  and  upon 
Son  thereoT**'  ^  Certain  part  or  portion  of  the  said  demised  tolls,  that  is 
and  kept  and     to  Say,  &c.  fsetting  out  Certain  of  the  tolls],  and  then 

continued  him  J»  L  ^  ,     ,        ,    -      , 

•o  ejected,  &c  ejected,   expelled,   put  out,  and  removed  the  defendant, 

theno.  '^Repu'  Bobert  Gt)oden,  from  the  possession  thereof,  and  kept  and 

SMteee^dTd  ^t  ^^^^^^^^  ^™  80  ejected,  expelled,  put  out,  and  removed, 

enter  into  or  from  theucc  hithcrto. — ^Verification.    There  was  also  a 

upon  the  Mud 

part  of  the  tolls,  third  plea,  differing  from  the  second  only  in  stating  that 
defendant  from  ^^^  ^^  from,  which  the  defendant  was  ericted,  were  certain 

th*reof***od<r  *^^®  ^^  ^°^^  ^"^^  ^^'  agricultural  purposes. 
fonn&:— AeM        Replication,  that  the  said  trustees  did  not  enter  into  or 

demurrer,  as  upou  the  Said  part  or  portiou  of  the  said  demised  tolls,  or 

notoSfy  A^x-  ®J®^i  expel,  put  out,  or  remove  the  defendant,  Bobert 

^o^e  oni'^  Gooden,  from  the  possession  thereof,  modo  et  formL 
material  aiiega-      Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  replica- 

but  also  the  tiou  puts  in  issuc  the  entry,  which  is  an  immaterial  fact, 

l"^Jl,!l«!^^nT  M  well  as  the  expulsion,  which  is  the  only  material  fact 
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alleged  in  the  plea ;  that  it  puts  in  issne  two  facts^  whereas  Steh.  of  PUaSf 
it  ought  to  put  in  issue  one  only^  &c. 

CowUnffy  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication 
is  bad.  The  traverse  ought  to  have  been  confined  to  the 
substantial  allegation  of  the  plea^  namely^  the  eviction^ 
whereas  it  comprehends  also  the  immaterial  fact  of  the 
entry :  Hodffskinr.  Que€nboraugh{a)f  Bushellv.  Lechmore{b). 
There  may  be  an  eviction  without  an  entry^  and  the 
former  is  the  only  material  part  of  the  plea.  In  Yin.  Abr. 
Disseisin  (C.  5)^  it  is  said^ — ^'  If  a  man  hath  a  house^  and 
locks  it  and  departs,  and  another  comes  to  his  house  and 
takes  the  key  of  the  door  into  his  hand,  and  says  that  he 
claims  the  house  to  himself  in  fee,  without  any  entry 
into  the  house,  this  is  a  disseisin  of  the  house.''  And 
again,  (Id.  (C.  7).) — ''If  a  man  that  has  a  right  to  enter 
into  lands,  in  coming  towards  the  land  is  disturbed  from 
entering,  this  is  a  disseisin.''  [Parke,  B. — I  do  not  know 
how  an  entry  could  be  made  on  tolls.]  How  then  can  the 
defendants  prove  the  issue  cast  upon  them  by  the  replica- 
tioB  ?  The  averment  of  entry  is  a  mere  inference  of  law, 
like  that  of  the  entry  of  a  tenant,  alleged  in  covenant  or 
debt  for  rent,  and  cannot  be  traversed.  The  case  resembles 
that  of  the  traverse  of  a  particular  day,  where  time  is  not 
material :  Howe  v.  Planner  (c). 

*  Crowder,  contra. — ^The  replication  does  in  fact  take  issue 
cm  the  only  point  which  was  traversable.  The  entry  being 
wholly  immaterial,  and  indeed  impossible,  the  denial  of  it 
does  not  throw  any  onus  of  proof  on  the  defendants; 
and  it  is  in  e£fect  a  denial  of  the  eviction  only.  The  cases 
referred  to  on  the  other  side  only  prove  that  an  issue  on 
the  eviction  only  would  have  been  good :  but  the  eviction 
includes  an  entry.    The  averments  of  payment  by  the 

(a)  WDlea,  129.  (6)  Lord  Raym.  369.         (c)  1  Saund.  13. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  defendant^  and  acceptance  in  satisfaction  by  the  plaintiff^ 

may  be  included  in  one  traverse :  Webb  v.  Weatherby  (a). 
[Parke,  B. — ^There  must  have  been  an  acceptance  in  satis- 
faction^ to  constitute  a  payment  in  satisfaction :  the  one 
proposition  is  involved  in  the  other.]  So  here^  the  eviction 
involves  an  entry. 

Per  Curiam. — The  plaintiffs  have  included  immaterial 
matter  in  their  traverse,  which  they  ought  not  to  have 
done.  The  replication  is  contrary  to  the  usual  forms  of 
pleading.     You  had  better  amend. 

Leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs; 
otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  {b). 


(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  502 ;  1  Scott, 
477. 

{b)  The  plaintiffs  declined  to 
amend,  and  there  was  judgment  for 


the  defendants,  which,  howerer, 
has  since  been  reversed  on  error  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber.  See  post* 
voL  8. 


Jan,  25. 
Debt  is  main- 
tainable on  a 
bill  of  exchange 
by  indorsee 
against  his  im- 
mediate ia- 
dorser. 


Watkins  V,  Wake. 

UeBT  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £40,  by  indorsee 
against  his  immediate  indorser.  General  demurrer^  and 
joinder. 

G.  T.  White,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^Debt  is  not 
maintainable  against  the  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange : 
the  only  remedy  is  by  assumpsit.  The  promise  of  an 
indorser  is  not  an  absolute  undertaking  to  pay  the  biU^ 
but  is  in  the  nature  of  a  collateral  engagement  only^  to  pay 
if  the  acceptor  makes  default.  And  Randall  v.  Rigby  (a) 
is  an  authority  to  shew  that  debt  cannot  be  maintained  on 
a  collateral  covenant.  No  case  has  yet  decided  that  debt 
is  maintainable  by  an  indorsee  against  an  indorser  of  a  bill 
of  exchange.     In  Bishop  v.  Young  {b),  it  was  held  that  debt 


(a)  4  M.  &  W.  130. 


{h)  2  Bos.  &  P.  78. 
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would  lie  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  Exeh.  cf  PUat, 
note;  and  it  appeared  also,  by  the  declaration,  that  the 
note  was  expressed  to  be  made  for  value  received.  So,  in 
Priddy  v.  Henbrey  {a),  the  action  was  by  the  drawer  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  and  it  was  shewn  to  have  been  given 
for  value  received  in  goods.  In  Hatch  v.  Trayes  (i),  also, 
the  action  was  by  payee  against  maker  of  a  note ;  and  in 
Watson  V.  Kightley  (c),  by  drawer  against  acceptor  of  a  bill» 
In  all  these  cases,  the  party  sued  was  primarily  liable.  But 
debt  will  not  lie  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a 
bill:  Cloves  v.  Williams (d).  Here  the  defendant  is  de- 
scribed and  sued,  not  as  a  drawer,  but  as  an  indorser. 

Peacock,  contra.  —  Debt  will  lie  on  a  biU  or  note, 
wherever  there  is  a  privity  of  contract  between  the  par- 
ties :  Bishop  v.  Young,  Priddy  v.  Henbrey,  Therefore,  on 
a  bill  payable  to  the  order  of  the  drawer,  debt  is  maintain- 
able at  the  suit  of  the  first  indorsee  against  the  drawer : 
Stratton  v.  HiU  (e).  That  case  is  expressly  in  point,  because 
every  indorser  is  in  law  a  new  drawer.  The  action  can- 
not, indeed,  be  maintained  by  an  indorsee  against  the 
acceptor,  or  against  a  prior  indorser;  because,  in  such 
case,  there  is  no  debt  between  the  parties.  But  the  con- 
tract of  an  indorser  with  the  party  to  whom  he  indorses,  is 
not  a  conditional  engagement  to  pay  the  acceptor's  debt, 
but  a  direct  contract  to  pay  his  oum  debt,  if  the  acceptor 
do  not  pay  for  him.  Any  party  may  sue  in  debt  the  party 
to  the  bill  immediately  before  himself,  who  is  therefore 
his  debtor  on  the  bill,  and  against  whom  the  bill  would  be 
evidence  of  an  original  debt  due  from  him  to  the  party 
suing,  to  sustain  an  indebitatus  count. 

White,  in  reply. — The  privity  of  contract,  which  is  suffi- 
cient to  enable  a  party  to  sue  in  debt,  means  a  privity 

(a)  lB.&Cr.674;  3D.&R.165.  (i^) 3 Bing. N. C. 868 ;  5Scott,68. 

(6)  3  P.  &  D.  408.  (e)  3  Price,  253 ;  2  Chit  126. 

(e)n>id. 
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£xeh.  of  Pleat,  independent  of  any  security ,  and  that  is  tlie  gromid  upon 
2^2l-^  which^  according  to  the  judgment  of  Bayley,  B.,  in  Priddy 
y.  Henbrey,  the  decision  in  Bishop  y.  Young  proceeded. 
Where  the  defendant  is  drawer  as  well  as  indorser,  he  may 
be  liable  in  debt^  because  the  indorsement  does  not  alter  his 
original  liability.  But  the  engagement  of  the  indorser  is 
a  merely  collateral  one^  on  the  de&nlt  of  the  acceptor^  to 
take  npon  himself  his  debt. 

Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — The  case  of  Stratton  y.  Hill  is  a 
sufficient  authority  to  shew^  that  where  the  bill  has  been 
transferred  immediately  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff^ debt  will  lie ;  and  the  point  haying  been  once  deter- 
mined^ I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  depart  from  that 
decision.  The  promise  of  the  drawer,  as  well  as  of  the 
indorser^  is  a  conditional  one  to  pay  on  the  acceptor's 
making  default;  yet  that  case  recc^nises  the  principle  that 
debt  lies  by  the  payee  i^ainst  the  drawer,  and  the  same 
principle  applies  here. 

Parke,  B. — I  haye  also  no  doubt  that  debt  is  maintain- 
able in  this  case,  by  reason  of  the  pririty  between  the 
parties.  The  case  of  Stratton  y.  HUl  is  a  precise  authority 
in  fayour  of  the  plaintiff;  that  case  is  thus  explained  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  in  Priddy  y.  Henbrey : — **  The  only 
ground  npon  which  that  decision  could  properly  hare  pro- 
ceeded was  this^  that  between  the  immediate  indorser  and 
his  indorsee  there  was  privity.  The  indorsement  implied 
that  the  indorser  was  debtor  pro  tanto  to  the  indorsee^  and 
that  the  indorsement  was  a  contract  by  the  indorser  that 
that  debt  should  be  duly  paid.''  The  act  of  indorsement 
is  an  admission  of  a  debt  due  from  the  indorser  to  his  in- 
dorsee, and  also  implies  a  conditional  promise  to  pay  that 
debt  if  the  acceptor  do  not,  and  upon  haying  due  notice 
of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill.  On  those  events  occurring, 
it  becomes  an  absolute  debt  payable  on  request,    ^e  law 


^ 
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18  80  laid  down  in  Straitan  v.  Hill,  and  I  think  that  is  a  just    Exeh.  •/  PUa», 
and  80und  principle.  ^J^^L^ 

Watkims 

Aldbrson^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  circum-         Wajlb. 
stances  stated  in  this  declaration  shew^  that^  as  between 
these  parties^  there  is  a  debt  of  £40. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Christie  v.  Peart. 

A  /off.  25. 

SSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff^  as  manager  of  the  Eastern  In  an  action 

Bank  of  Scotland^  agsdnst  the  defendant  as  acceptor  of  a  puulc  officer  of 
bill  of  exchange^  drawn  by  J.  H.  L.,  and  indorsed  by  him  Ji^klng^Mrt- 
to  the  Banking  Company.    The  declaration  commenced  nen^ip,  etta- 

bUshed  under 

thus : — "  William  Christie^  the  manager  of  a  certain  joint-  the  7  Geo.  4,  c 

stock  company  or  copartnership,  the  shares  whereof  are  ^ij^'.'u^'^f 

transferable^  established  in  Scotland  for  the  purpose  of  the  declaration, 

bankingy  under  the  name  and  description  of  the  Eastern  tiff  u  the  ma- 
nager of  a  cer- 
Bank  of  Scotland^  which  said  William  Christie  hath  been  tain  joint-ttock 

duly  named  and  appointed  as  the  nominal  plaintiff  for  and  ^t^bUshed^for 
on  behalf  of  the  said  copartnership,  under  and  according  the  purpow  of 

*  "^  "    banking,  and 

to  the  provisions  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament  made  and  that  he  hai 

passed  in  the  7  Gteo.  4^  intituled  &;c.,  complains^'  &;c. :  and  ed^and^appolml 

after  alleging  the  acceptance,  indorsement,  &c..  of  the  bill,  ^i^^i^n'Jj'if 

the  declaration  stated,  that  the  bill  was  not  paid,  although  on  behalf  of  the 

copartnenhip, 

duly  presented  on  the  day  when  it  became  due,  and  that  the  under  the  pro- 

defendant  "aftenrarda,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  lart  t:Z:l^«.i 

aforesaid,  promised  the  said  copartnership  to  pay  them  the  "tating  ex- 

amount  of  the  said  bill,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  haibeen  named 

of  his  said  acceptance  thereof.''  that  the  copart- 

nership hat 
been  established,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

In  assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  declaration,  after 
stating  that  the  bill  was  not  paid,  although  duly  presented  on  the  day  when  it  became  due, 
alleged  that  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  promised  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  bill  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  qffus  said  acceptance : — Held  suffi- 
cient on  special  demurrer,  as  amounting,  after  the  bill  became  due,  to  a  promise  to  pay  on  request. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  Special  demurrer^  on  the  grounds^ — Ist^  that  it  was  not 
2^2l^  alleged  in  the  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  named 
manager  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  Parliament^  or  that  the 
society  was  established  in  Scotland  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act ;  and  2ndly,  that  the  promise  alleged  in  the  decla- 
ration was  insensible  and  repugnant^  and  would  not  by 
law  be  inferred^  inasmuch  as  it  was  a  promise  which  it 
would  be  impossible  to  perform^  if  made^  as  alleged^  after 
the  bill  was  due. 

Bayley,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  having  mentioned 
the  first  point,  the  Court  referred  to  SpUUr  v.  Johnson  (a) 
as  an  authority  against  him.  On  the  second,  he  ui^ed 
that  the  promise  was  improperly  stated ;  it  ought  to  have 
been  alleged  as  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  bill 
when  he  should  be  thereunto  afterwards  requested.  2)o- 
naldsan  v.  Thompson  {b)  appeared  to  be  an  authority  against 
the  defendant,  but  that  was  an  action  against  the  maker 
of  a  promissory  note,  which,  on  the  &ce  of  it,  imports  a 
promise  to  pay. 

Feb  Curiam. — ^After  the  dishonour  of  a  bill,  it  is  pay- 
able on  request ;  a  promise,  therefore,  by  the  acceptor,  after 
the  bill  is  due,  to  pay  it  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
of  his  acceptance,  is  a  promise  to  pay  it  on  request.  The 
effect  of  the  acceptance  is,  after  dishonour,  to  make  the 
bill  payable  on  request. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  570.  (b)  Id.  316. 


1 
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Bxek,  of  PUat, 
1841. 
Mart  Ann  Jones^  Administratrix  of  Richard  Jones^         '^      ^      " 

deceased^  v.  John  Williams. 

A  Jan,  26. 

SSUMPSIT. — ^The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated^  A  declaration 

that  heretofore^  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in  consideration  that  the  suted,  Uult  in 
said  Richard  Jones,  in  his  Ufetime,  at  the  request  of  the  that'^R!  J.^rn" 
defendant,  would,  by  his  writing  obligatory  sealed  with  his  *»»■  lifetime  (of 

whom  the 

seal,  acknowledge  himself  to  be  firmly  bound  to  one  Wil-  plaintiff wai  ad- 
liam  Jones  in  the  penal  sum  of  £600,  to  be  paid  to  the  wotdd'eiecute 
said  William  Jones,  or  his  certain  attorney,  executors,  ad-  f^*^"/  ***na[^' 
ministrators,  or  assigns,  he,  the  defendant,  undertook  and  8umof;^600, 

the  defendant 

fiedthfully  promised  that  he  would  save  harmless  and  in-  undertook  that 
demnify  the  said  Richard  Jones,  his  executors   and  ad-  harmieMand^ 
ministrators,  from  any  loss  or  damage  by  reason  of  his  y>^«™n>fy  R- 

«•!  nis  ezecu' 

making  and  executing  the  said  writing  obligatory.    And  ^n  and  admi- 
the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  the  said  Richard  Jones,  con-  any  loss  or  da- 
fiding  in  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant,  did  afterwards,  ^^g  executing 
to  wit,  on  &c.,  seal,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  deliver  to  the  ^^e  bond :  the 

declaration 

said  William  Jones  a  certain  writing  obligatory,  the  date  then  averred 
whereof  is  a  certain  day,  to  wit,  &c.,  and  did  thereby  and  of  the  bond  by 
therein  acknowledge  himself  to  be  bound  to  the  said  WiUiam  1^/Vhe 'g^l*^ 

of  administra- 
tion to  the  paintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix,  became  liable  to  pay  and  satisfy 
the  bond  to  W.  J.,  of  which  the  defendant  had  notice;  but  that  the  defendant  did  not  indemnify 
the  plaintiff,  as  such  administratrix,  Iromloss  or  damage  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the  bond; 
by  means  whereof  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix,  was  called  upon,  and  forced  and  obliged,  to 
pay,  and  did  pay  to  W.J.  the  sum  of  £310,  secured  by  the  bond,  and  a  further  sum  for  the 
costs  of  an  action  against  her,  &c.  Plea,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix,  was  not  called 
upon,  or  forced  or  obliged,  to  pay,  nor  did  she  pay  to  W.  J.  the  monies  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, nor  was  she  damnified  as  therein  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.  The  bond,  when 
produced  on  the  trial,  appeared  to  be  subject  to  a  condition  for  repayment  of  the  sum  secured, 
with  interest,  "  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  six  months'  notice  to  be  given  to  pay  the  same :" 
and  there  was  no  proof  of  such  notice  baring  been  given.  It  appeared,  however,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  notice  of  the  action  being  commenced  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  bond  (which  was 
stayed  by  a  Judge's  order  on  payment  of  debt  and  costs),  and  did  not  come  in  to  defend  it: — Held, 
that  this  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on  the  above  issue. 

The  defendant's  undertaking  was  contained  in  two  letters,  addressed  to  C.  J.,  the  brother  of 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  R.  J.,  in  the  first  of  which  he  pressed  C.  J.  to  join,  and  to  induce  hb  bro- 
thers to  join,  in  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  money  to  be  advanced  to  the  defendant  for  car- 
rying on  a  suit  in  Chancery ;  and  in  the  second  he  again  urged  that  they  should  lend  their 
names  for  this  purpose,  and  added, — "  I  should  consider  it  a  matter  of  favour  to  myself  if  your 
brothers  will  join,  and  I  will  see  that  they  come  to  no  harm."  R.  J.,  in  consequence,  executed 
the  bond  in  question: — Held,  that  the  letters  amounted  to  an  aciiuU guarantee,  on  which  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  merely  to  a  representation,  with  a  view  to  the  par- 
tict  doing  an  act  against  the  coniequencet  of  which  they  should  aJUrwwrdi  be  protected. 
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Bxek.  of  PUt,  Jones  in  the  penal  sum  of  £800^  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
}^^*  .    William  Jones^  his  executors^  administrators,  or  assigns  : 
and  afterwards^  to  wit,  on  the  dlst  day  of  April,  1889,  the 
said  Richard  Jones  died ;  after  whose  death,  to  wit,  on  the 
10th  of  May,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  administration  of 
and  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  rights,  and  credits  of  the 
said  Richard  Jones,  deceased,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
who  died  intestate,  in  due  form  of  law  was  granted  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid, 
became  liable  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  writing  obli- 
gatory to  the  said  William  Jones;  of  which  the  defend- 
ant then,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  had  notice :  Yet  the  defendant, 
not  regarding  his  said  promise,  did  not    nor  would  in- 
demnify or  save  harmless  the  plaintiff,  as  such  adminis- 
tratrix^ from  loss  and  damage  by  reason  of  the  making 
and  executing  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  but  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do;  by  means  and  in  conse- 
quence whereof  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &;c.,  was  called  upon,  and  forced 
and  obliged,  to  pay,  and  did  then  pay  to  the  said  Wil- 
liam Jones,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
j£810,  payable  and  secured  to  the  said  William  Jones  by 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  also  a  further  large  sum, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  £10,  as  and  for  the  costs  and  expenses 
of  a  certain  action  commenced  and  prosecuted  by  the  saiid 
William  Jones  against  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as 
aforesaid,  in  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer,  &c.,  upon 
and  in  respect  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  for 
enforcing  payment  of  the  money  secured  thereby ;  and  also 
she  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  by  means 
of  the  premises,  was  forced  and  obliged  to  incur,  and  did 
incur,  certain  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
jS40,  in  and  about  the  defence  of  the  said  action,  and  in 
and  about  the  settling  and  putting  an  end  to  the  said 
action;  and  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid. 


HILARY   T£BM,  4  VICT.  49S 

hath  been  and  is  damnified  to  the  amount  thereof. — ^There  E*ek.  tf  PUa$^ 
was  also  a  count  on  account  stated  with  the  plaintiff  as 
administratrix. 

Pleas,  first,  non  assumpsit;  secondly,  (to  the  first 
count)  that  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid, 
was  not  called  upon,  or  forced  or  obliged  to  pay,  nor  did 
ahe  pay,  to  the  said  William  Jones,  the  said  monies  in  the 
said  first  count  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  nor  was  the 
plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  damnified  as  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form,  fee. ; 
on  which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last 
Montgomeiyshire  Assizes,  the  following  letters  from  the 
defendant  to  Charles  Jones,  a  brother  of  the  intestate,  were 
put  in  to  shew  the  contract  of  indemnity.  They  were 
without  date,  but  were  shewn  to  have  been  received  prior 
to  the  advance  of  the  money  by  William  Jones,  and  to  the 
execution  of  the  bond. 

''  Llanwchllyn. 

''My  dear  Sir, — I  don^t  know  whether  I  mentioned 
to  you  the  result  of  this  business  (I  mean  the  £200)  after 
your  return  from  Manchester ;  I  sent  the  bill  of  the  '  Old 
People'  (a)  to  my  brother  David,  to  get  him  to  send  it  to 
Hyde  (who  is  his  regular  agent),  which  he  did  ;  but  Hyde 
declined  taking  it;  I  therefore  promised  to  obtain  the 
money  before  the  1st  of  June  for  him,  otherwise  he  would 
have  declined  to  carry  on  the  suit.  I  have  now  had  a 
promise  of  the  money,  provided  you  and  your  brother  will 
join  the  '  Old  People'  in  the  security,  to  which  I  hope  neither 
of  you  will  have  any  objections,  as  it  is  not  likely  that  you 
will  ever  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  money ;  for  in  the  event 
of  our  succeeding,  of  which  there  cannot  be  a  doubt,  we 
shall  soon  get  the  money  back,  and  the  cause  will  be  now 
heard  in  less  than  a  month,  if  we  can  muster  the  funds ; 

(o)  A  dissenting  congregation,  who  bad  engaged  in  a  suit  in  Chanceiy, 
lo  csixy  on  which  the  money  was  wanted. 
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jcek.  of  PUm,  otherwise  it  most  of  necessity  be  giyen  np^  wliicli  wonld 
be  a  great  pity,  after  fighting  victoriously  thus  far.  You 
and  I  are  ahready  in,  and  I  fancy  your  brothers  wonld  not 
object,  under  the  circumstances,  to  do  the  like.  May 
I  beg  the  favour  of  you  to  speak  to  them?  as  I  must 
determine  one  way  or  the  other  to-day,  whether  this 
money  will  be  taken  or  not,  which  will  only  be  advanced 
on  you  and  your  brothers  joining;  and  the  &te  of  this 
well-fought  cause  now  depends  upon  it. 

"  Yours  faithfully, 

"  J.  Williams. 
'^  To  C.  Jones,  Esq.  Vownog,  Monday  Morning/' 

"  My  dear  Sir, — It  is  a  great  pity,  after  spending  so 
much  money,  and  bringing  the  cause  almost  to  a  conclu- 
sion, that  it  should  be  abandoned,  with  a  certainty  of 
losing  the  costs  already  incurred,  and  the  shame  of  retreat- 
ing under  such  circumstances.  I  only  ask  your  brothers 
to  lend  their  names  on  this  emergency.  I  will  engage  that 
the  '  Old  People'  or  the  chapel  shall  make  up  the  money 
if  occasion  requires,  but  I  have  no  doubt  I  shall  procure 
it  from  our  opponents ;  however,  I  should  consider  it  a 
matter  of  favour  to  myself  if  your  brothers  will  join,  aiul  I 
vnU  see  that  they  come  to  no  harm  by  it* 

"  Yours  faithfully, 

"J.Williams. 

"  To  C.  Jones,  Esq.  Vownog,  Monday." 

It  was  proved  that,  on  the  faith  of  this  engagement,  the 
sum  of  £300  was  advanced  by  William  Jones  to  the  de- 
fendant, for  securing  which  the  bond  in  question  was 
given  to  William  Jones  by  the  intestate  and  his  two 
brothers,  Charles  and  Robert  Jones.  The  bond,  being  put 
in,  appeared  to  be  subject  to  a  condition  for  repayment  by 
the  obligors  of  the  sum  secured,  with  interest,  ''  at  or  be- 
fore  the  expiration  of  six  months'  notice  to  be  given  to 
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them  to  pay  the  samei  without  deduction^  and  without  Exek,  of  PUa», 
fraud  or  further  delay."  The  proceedings  in  the  action  v«l^Jll 
brought  by  William  Jones  against  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
bond  were  also  put  in^  and  it  appeared  that  it  was  ter- 
minated^ after  declaration,  by  the  proceedings  being  stayed 
on  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  under  a  Judge's  order. 
It  was  not  proved  that  six  months'  notice  of  payment  was 
given  to  the  plaintiff,  according  to  the  condition  of  the 
bond ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of 
the  action  against  her,  and  of  the  proceedings  therein. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected,  first,  that 
the  undertaking  of  the  defendant  was  a  promise  to  answer 
for  the  debt  or  default  of  another,  within  the  4th  section  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  no  su£Scient  consideration 
appeared  upon  the  face  of  it ;  secondly,  that  there  was  no 
privity  of  contract  between  the  defendant  and  the  intestate^ 
Richard  Jones,  on  which  the  plaintiff  could  sue,  the  letters 
being  addressed,  and  the  undertaking  in  terms  given,  to 
Charles  Jones  personally ;  thirdly,  that  the  letters  did  not 
constitute  a  guarantee,  but  merely  amounted  to  a  proposal 
to  enter  into  an  engagement  in  future ;  and  lastly,  that, 
it  not  having  been  proved  that  the  six  months'  notice 
to  pay  the  money  secured  by  the  bond,  to  which  by  the 
condition  the  obligors  were  entitled,  had  been  given,  the 
allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  "  was  called 
upon,  and  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,"  which  was  traversed 
by  the  second  plea,  was  not  sustained.  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice  overruled  all  the  objections  except  the  last ;  but, 
being  of  opinion  that  the  notice  ought  to  have  been  proved, 
on  that  ground  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move 
to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the  sum 
of  321/.  17s.,  the  amount  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs, 
if  the  Court  should  think  that  proof  of  the  notice  was  un- 
necessary. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Welsby  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ac- 
cordingly, contending,  first,  that  the  allegation  of  the 

VOL.  VII.  L  L  M.  w. 
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Bjceh.  of  Pleas,  plaintiflTs  UabUUy  on  the  bond  was  admitted  by  the  plea, 

'     which  put  in  issue  only  the  &xit  of  the  payment ;  and  se- 

joNEs        condly,  that  if  not,  yet,  as  against  the  defendant,  the 

Williams,     bringing  of  the  action  was  sufficient  prima  fiude  evidence 

of  notice* — ^Against  this  rule 

Jervis,  Cowling,  and  fF.  Yardley  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  nonsuit  was  right.  Notice  not  having  been  proved  to 
be  given  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond,  there  was 
no  evidence  to  sustain  the  allegation  in  the  dedaration, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  called  t^xm,  and  forced  and  obliged 
to  pay.  It  is  said  that  the  plea  admits  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix,  be- 
came  liable  to  pay  the  amount  secured  by  the  bond,  and 
puts  in  issue  only  the  fact  of  the  payment  being  enforced 
against  her.  But  the  only  allegation  of  liability  is  that 
the  plaintiff  became  liable  a$  adminiairatruc,  by  the  grant 
of  the  letters  of  administration,  in  the  same  way  as  her 
intestate ;  and  the  question,  whether  she  was  duly  called 
upon  for  payment  by  a  proper  notice,  and  so  forced  and 
obliged  to  pay,  remains  open  on  the  plea.  Now  this  is  not 
a  common  money  bond,  but  is  subject  to  a  special  condi- 
tion, that  the  obligors  shall  repay  the  amount ''  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  six  months'  notice  to  be  given  to  them  to 
pay  the  same.''  That  implies  that  such  notice  shall  be 
given  before  putting  the  bond  in  suit.  Suppose  the  plaintiff 
had  set  out  the  bond  in  the  declaration ;  she  must  have 
averred  that  notice  was  given  pursuant  to  the  condition : 
Baisan  v.  ^earman  (a).  It  is  like  the  case  of  an  action  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  against  the  drawer,  in  which  regulsr 
notice  of  dishonour,  through  all  the  parties,  must  be 
proved:  Marsh  v.  Maxwell {b).  [Lord  Abinger,  C.B.— 
There  the  want  of  notice  discharges  the  party  altogether 
from  the  debt :  here  it  comes  only  to  a  question  of  time. 

(a)  9  Ad.  &  £.  298 ;  3  Per.  &  D.  77.  (6)  2  Cunp.  210,  n. 
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Aldersan,  B. — The  money  is  to  be  paid  at  or  before  the  ExcK  of  pieat, 

expiration  of  six  months'  notice.  Suppose^  this  action  having 

been  defeated  for  want  of  notice^  another  were  brought — 

would  not  that  be  evidence  of  notice  ?]  The  condition  refers 

to  a  notice  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word^  and  assumes 

that  a  prior  notice  shall  be  given  before  bringing  an  action. 

In  Sheppard's  Touchstone^  890,  it  is  said, — ''  If  the  obligee 

be  sued  unjustly,  either  because  he  is  sued  before  the 

money  is  due,  or  otherwise,  or  if  the  bond  in  which  he  is 

bound  be  against  law,  and  void,  and  he  suffer  himself  to  be 

unjustly  vexed  thereupon,  and  doth  not  take  advantage  of 

it,  it  seems  this  is  no  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond 

to  save  harmless/' 

But  secondly,  these  letters  do  not  constitute  a  guarantee 
sufficient  to  bind  the  defendant.  They  amount  to  no  more 
than  a  proposal,  that,  on  the  doing  of  some  future  act,  the 

» 

defendant  will  enter  into  a  contract  of  indemnity.  Fur* 
ther,  there  is  no  contract  with  the  intestate,  but  only  with 
Charles  Jones,  to  whom  the  letters  are  addressed.  It  is 
merely  a  representation  to  him,  with  a  view  that  he  and 
his  brothers  should  do  something,  against  the  consequences 
of  which  they  should  afterwards  be  protected. 

Alexander,  Welsby,  and  Tbm/tiuon,  .contra,  were  stopped 
by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.B. — ^I  think  there  is  no  ground  on 
which  the  nonsuit  can  be  sustained.  The  first  objection 
made  at  the  trial,  as  to  the  form  of  the  guarantee,  arises 
on  the  general  issue.  We  must  interpret  the  two  letters 
together,  and  read  them  as  if  they  constituted  one  docu- 
ment; and  when  so  interpreted,  I  think  it  is  clear  that 
they  disclose  an  actual  binding  guarantee.  The  general 
issue,  therefore,  is  not  sustained.  Then  as  to  the  second 
plea:  suppose  the  record  had  set  out  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  and  the  plea  had  alleged  the  want  of  the  six  months' 

ll2 
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Breh.  of  Pleas,  notice  before  the  bringing  of  an  action :  if  the  fiict  were 

80^  it  could  only  have  protected  the  defendant  from  the 
costs  of  the  former  action^  because  the  bringing  of  the 
action  would  itself  be  notice^  and  if  the  plaintiff  paid  after- 
wards, that  would  be  a  payment  after  notice.  That  is  the 
utmost  benefit  the  defendant  could  have  derived  from  sudi 
a  plea.  I  think,  however,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  more  than  was  proved  in  this  case.  The 
defendant  had  notice  of  the  action,  and  might  have  come  in 
and  defended  it,  if  there  was  a  good  defence  by  reason  of 
the  want  of  notice.  The  second  issue  ought,  therefore,  to 
have  been  found  for  the  plaintiff^  and  consequently  the 
nonsuit  must  be  set  aside, 

Parke,  B. — ^I  agree  that  this  rule  must  be  made  abso* 
lute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  If  the  nonsuit 
could  have  been  sustained  on  any  of  the  grounds  taken  at 
the  trial,  or  if  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  directed  on 
either  of  the  issues  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  then,  no 
doubt,  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  The  ground  on 
which  the  nonsuit  proceeded  was,  that  it  was  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  second  issue,  to  prove  notice  given  to 
her  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond.  I  think  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  she  was  bound  to  pay 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  bond.  The  condition  is,  that 
the  obligors  shall  pay  the  amount  secured  ^^  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  six  months'  notice  to  be  given  to  them  to 
pay  the  same.''  Supposing  no  notice  to  have  been  giveoi 
the  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  might  not  have 
paid,  in  order  to  save  the  penalty,  before  notice.  I 
do  not  rely  on  the  ground  taken  on  moving  for  this  rule, 
that  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  is  admitted  on  the  record^ 
because  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  the  averment  of  her 
liability,  in  the  declaration,  is  only  as  a  consequence  of  the 
character  in  which  she  sues,  as  administratrix :  but  I  think 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  the  defendant 
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was  bound  to  pay.     It  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  ^ch.  of  Piem, 
notice  of  the  action  upon  the  bond,  and  he  ought  to  have  ^ 

undertaken  the  defence.  The  case  is  within  the  authority  Jones 
of  Duffield  V.  Scott  (a),  where  Buller,  J.,  says, — ^^  The  pur-  Williams. 
pose  of  giving  notice  is  not  in  order  to  give  a  ground  of 
action ;  but  if  a  demand  be  made,  which  the  person  in- 
demnifying is  bound  to  pay,  and  notice  be  given  to  him, 
and  he  refuse  to  defend  the  action,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  person  to  be  indemnified  is  obliged  to  pay  the 
demand,  that  is  equivalent  to  a  judgment,  and  estops  the 
other  party  from  saying  that  the  defendant  in  the  first 
action  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  money .'^  On  that  ground, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  suf&cient  evidence  was  given  that  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  pay,  having  had  notice  of  the  ac- 
tion, and  having  made  no  defence  to  it. 

As  to  the  other  objection,  I  quite  agree  that  the  letters 
amount  to  an  absolute  guarantee  to  save  the  intestate 
harmless  from  a  security,  the  nature  of  which  may  be 
explained  by  parol  evidence.  There  was,  therefore,  evi- 
dence for  the  plaintiff  on  both  issues.  Then  Duffield  v. 
Scott  shews  that  she  is  entitled  to  recover  the  whole 
amount. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly  (6). 

(a)  3  T.  R.  374.  (h)  See  Huntley  v.  Sanderson,  1  C.  &  M.  467. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleatt 
1841. 

^— ^>'""^'  Cocker  v.  Tempest. 

Jan,  19.        m 

Where  a  1 BESPASS  for  false  imprisonment,  against  the  late  sheriff 

for  ^ying  pro*  of  Yorkshire.    It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that,  on  the 

MdonTniugM  ^^^^  ^^  ^^7^  ^^^>  *^  plaintiflF  had  been  taken  in  execu- 

against  good  tion  on  a  ca.  sa.,  and  whilst  imprisoned  in  York  Castle,  an 

ia  Trinity  Ya-  Order  for  his  discharge,  purporting  to  come  from  the  ex- 

motion  to  le*  ccution  Creditor,  had  been  sent  to  the  sheriff.    It  was 

aside  that  order  afterwards  suggested  that  this  order  was  forged,  and  the 

was  not  made  o®  .      . 

until  Michael-    sheriff  again  took  the  plaintiff  into  custody.  The  plaintiff's 

mas  Term  s*^' 

Held,  that  the  wifc  then  applied  to  the  sheriff  for  his  discharge,  and  was 
"me*waS'^of  ^^^  *J^*  *^^6  plaintiff  would  be  discharged  upon  signing 
sufficient  to  pre-  ^  paper,  which  turned  out  to  be  an  undertaking  not  to 

elude  the  appll-        ;  •      •         •        j 

cation,  no  in-  bring  any  action  against  the  sheriff.  The  plaintiff  signed 
crued  tcTthe  del  ^hc  paper,  and  on  the  26th  of  June,  1840,  commenced  the 
fendant  there-    present  action  for  false  imprisonment.    Application  was 

Every  Court   made  to  Porke^  B.,  in  Trinity  Vacation,  to  stay  the  pro- 
has  an  unlimited 
power  over  its    cecdiugs ;  and  he  made  an  order  accordingly. 

own  process, 
and  may  stay 

proceedings  ^  jy^  Watson,  on  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas  Term, 

brought  against  '  ■  ^  ^  ' 

good  faith,         obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind  this  order ;  against  which 

though  the 
agreement,  in 

[hVwtion  w^Ji  Cresswell  and  Humfrey  now  shewed  cause.— First,  the 
brought,  was      application  is  too  late.    Nothing  is  shewn  by  the  affidarits 

made  whilst  the    J^^  ..        i       :.  ,       .  ,    .  \      ^  ., 

parties  were  not  to  accouut  for  the  delay  in  not  applying  to  the  Court  until 

thority  of  Uie  *^®  ^^^  ^^7  ^^  ^^®  term  Subsequent  to  the  order.  [Parh, 
CourL  B^ — ^rpj^ai;  ig  ^  mere  lapse  of  time,  and  not  a  delay  by  the 

parties  with  a  view  to  benefit  themselves ;  and  no  injury 
having  accrued  to  the  defendant,  we  do  not  see  anything 
to  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  making  the  application. 
Alderson,  B. — Lapse  of  time  may,  under  some  circum- 
stances, preclude  a  party  from  applying  to  the  Court,  bnt 
those  circumstances  do  not  exist  in  the  present  case.] — 
As  to  the  other  point,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  power 
of  the  Court  to  stay  proceedings,  when  the  justice  of  the 
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case  requires  it.    It  is  the  constant  practice  to  do  so  where  ^«*-  ^f  ^'««i 
a  second  action  is  brought  before  the  costs  of  a  former    n_.^^.^ 
suit  are  paid.    It  was  so  done  in  Weston  v.  Withers  (a).       Cocker 
MouUon  y.  Bingham  (6),  Baldwin  v.  Richards  (c).     [Atder-      Tempest. 
son,  B. — The  consolidation  rule  depends  upon  the  same 
principle^  and  also  the  practice  of  the  Courts,  before  the 
late  act,  as  to  issuing  commissions  for  examining  witnesses. 
Hie  only  doubt  appears  to  be,  where  the  agreement  is 
entered  into  whilst  the  parties  are  not  under  the  authority 
of  the  Court.]     The  only  difference  in  that  case  is,  that 
the  Court  requires  to  see  that  the  agreement  was  reason- 
able. 

W.  H.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  Court  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  stay  proceedings,  except  in  cases  where 
the  agreement  is  made  under  the  authority  of  the  Court. 
Where  the  parties  are  before  the  Court,  it  may  im- 
pose upon  them  such  terms,  as  to  giving  security  and 
paying  costs,  as  shall  seem  reasonable;  but  there  is  no 
power  to  exclude  suitors  from  the  Court.  If  indeed  such 
power  existed,  it  would  be  in  most  cases  unnecessary  to 
apply  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  an  injunction.  Accord- 
ing to  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  every  inferior 
Court  might  exercise  the  same  pow^r. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Court  has 
power  to  stay  an  action  which  is  brought  against  good 
faith,  but  the  power  is  one  which  requires  great  discre- 
tion in  the  exercise  of  it. 

Alderson,  B. — The  power  of  each  Court  over  its  own 
process  is  unlimited ;  it  is  a  power  incident  to  all  Courts, 
inferior  as  well  as  superior;  were  it  not  so,  the  Court 
would  be  obliged  to  sit  still  and  see  its  own  process  abused 

(a)  2  T.  R.  511.  (6)  Ibid.  n.  (c)  Ibid.  n. 
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Bxch.  of  PUas,  for  the  purpose  of  injustice.  The  exercise  of  the  power  is 
^^^'  ^  certainly  a  matter  for  the  most  careful  discretion;  and 
where  there  are  conflicting  statements  of  facts,  I  agree  that 
it  is  in  general  much  better  not  to  try  the  question  between 
the  parties  on  affidavit.  The  power  must  be  used  equit- 
ably j  but  if  it  be  made  out  that  the  process  of  the  Court 
is  used  against  good  faith,  the  Court  ought  to  interfere  to 
prevent  it,  for  the  purpose  of  administering  justice.  The 
distinction  between  this  power  and  that  which  is  exercised 
by  a  Court  of  Equity  in  granting  an  injunction,  is,  that  the 
injunction  stops  proceedings  in  another  Court,  this  only  in 
the  Court  in  which  the  proceedings  are. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

The  rule  was  ultimately  discharged  on  the  merits. 


TuRQUAND  and  Others,  Assignees  of  B.  &  S.  Vanderplank, 

Jan.  27.  ^'  MosEDON. 

iLi^I^  of  f '  Trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt.  The  defend- 
bankrupt,  the  a^t  pleaded,  as  to  parcel  of  the  goods  in  the  declaration 
pleaded,  that,  mentioned,  that,  before  the  said  B.  Yanderplank  and  S. 
ruptey!  he  ad-  Vauderplauk  became  bankrupts,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  they  re- 
▼anced  the         quested  the  defendant  to  lend  and  advance  to  them  the 

bankrupt  a  sum    ^ 

of  money  upon  gum  of  £150,  and  then  oflfered  to  the  defendant,  as  a 

the  deposit  of  »       t*         i  ,/.i  *  t  ^<i  -ij. 

the  goods  in  sccunty  for  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum  to  be  so  lent 
thcMiion'was  ^^^  advanced,  and  interest  thereon,  to  deposit  with  the 
drought.    Re-    gj^^j  defendant  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  ninety-six 

plication,  that  o  j 

it  was  corruptly,  ends  of  grey  cloths,  and  that  the  defendant  should  hold 
fom^fthtitQ'  and  retain  the  same  until  the  said  sum  of  £150,  so  to  be 
biftw  * n  th^de^  Icut  and  advanced,  and  interest  thereon,  should  be  repaid 

fendant  and  the 

bankrupt,  that  the  latter  should  pay  the  defendant  for  the  loan  of  the  money  £10  per  cent:— 
Heldt  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  averment  of  the  contract  being  against  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute was  not  a  sufficient  allegation  that  it  was  illegal ;  and  that  the  replication  was  bad,  for  not 
alleging  either  that  the  contract  was  made  before  the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict  c.  80,  and  2  9t  Z  Vict 
c.  37,  came  into  operation,  or  that  it  was  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  those  acta. 
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and  satisfied ;  and  thereupon^  before  the  said  B.  Vander-  Bxek,  of  puatt 
plank  and  S.  Yanderplank  became  bankruptSi  the  defendant  ^  ^  ^ 
then  contracted  and  agreed  with  the  said  B.  Yanderplank  Turquand 
and  S.  Yanderplank  to  make  such  loan  and  advance  of  Mosedon. 
;£150^  upon  having  the  last-mentioned  goods  and  chattels 
80  deposited  with  the  said  defendant,  as  such  security 
for  the  repayment  thereof,  and  upon  the  terms  that  he 
might  hold  the  said  last-mentioned  goods  and  chattels  as 
such  security  for  the  repayment  of  such  loan ;  and  the  said 
B.  Yanderplank  and  S.  Yanderplank  then  contracted  and 
agreed  with  the  defendant  to  borrow  of  him  the  defend- 
ant the  said  sum  of  £150,  and  to  make  the  said  deposit, 
and  permit  the  defendant  to  hold  the  said  last-mentioned 
goods  and  chattels,  as  such  security  as  aforesaid  for 
the  repayment  of  the  said  loan  and  advance :  that  the 
said  contract  and  agreement  being  so  made  as  aforesaid, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  said  B.  Yanderplank  and 
S.  Yanderplank  became  bankrupts,  the  defendant  did 
accordingly,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract  and 
agreement,  at  the  request  of  the  said  B.  Yanderplank 
and  S.  Yanderplank,  lend  and  advance  to  them  the 
sum  of  £150;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  the  said  B. 
Yanderplank  and  S.  Yanderplank  did  then,  and  before 
they  became  bankrupts,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract 
and  agreement,  deposit  with  the  defendant  the  said  ninety- 
six  ends  of  grey  cloth,  for  the  purpose  and  under  and  upon 
the  terms  of  the  said  contract  and  agreement :  and  there- 
upon, on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  and  before  the  said  B. 
Yanderplank  and  S.  Yanderplank  became  bankrupts,  the 
said  B.  Yanderplank  and  S.  Yanderplank  then  further  con- 
tracted and  agreed  with  the  said  defendant,  that  he  should 
be  at  liberty  to  keep  absolutely  the  said  last-mentioned 
goods  and  chattels,  at  2s.  Sd.  per  yard,  if  decided  on  by 
the  defendant  in  one  month  from  the  date  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  agreement ;  and  that  if  the  said  last-men- 
tioned goods  and  chattels  should  not  be  kept  so  absolutely 
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Exeh.  of  Pletu,  hj  the  defendant,  they  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S. 
'  ^  Vanderplank  further  contracted  and  agreed  to  give  the 
TuRQUAi^D  defendant  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  £150  so  lent  and 
MosEDON.  advanced  as  aforesaid,  at  and  after  a  certain  rate  then 
agreed  upon  between  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  B. 
Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank;  and  that  if  the  said  last- 
mentioned  goods  and  chattels  should  be  kept  so  absolutely 
by  the  defendant,  then  that  no  interest  was  to  be  charged : 
That  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and 
S.  Vanderplank  became  bankrupts,  and  whilst  they  were 
so  possessed  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  introductory 
part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  parcel  &c.^  and  before  the  ex- 
piration of  one  month  from  the  date  of  the  last-mentioned 
contract  and  agreement,  and  before  the  said  defendant  had 
decided  to  keep  the  said  ninety-six  ends  of  grey  cloth,  at 
the  rate  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  same  ends  of  grey  cloth 
were  so  in  the  possession  of  the  said  defendant,  for  the 
purpose,  and  under  and  upon  the  terms  of  the  said 
contracts  and  agreements,  it  was  further  contracted  and 
agreed  by  and  between  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  B. 
Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank,  and  at  the  request  of 
the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank,  that  the  said 
defendant  should  return  and  re-deliver  to  the  said  B.  Van- 
derplank and  S.  Vanderplank  the  said  ninety-six  ends  of 
grey  cloth  so  deposited  with  the  said  defendant  as  afore- 
said; and  that,  in  consideration  of  such  return  and  re- 
delivery to  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank, 
they  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank  should 
deposit  with  the  said  defendant,  in  exchange  for  the  said 
ninety-six  ends  of  grey  cloth,  and  in  lieu  and  instead 
thereof,  certain  other  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  the  goods 
and  chattels  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  men- 
tioned, parcel  &c.,  and  that  the  said  defendant  should 
receive,  have,  hold,  and  detain  the  said  last  mentioned 
goods  and  chattels,  parcel  &c.,  in  such  exchange,  lieu, 
apd  stead  of  the  said  ninety-six  ends  of  grey  cloth,  for  the 
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purpose  and  under  and  upon  the  terms  of  tbe  said  first-  Bx^k,  of  PUa^ 

1A41 

mentioned  contracts  and  agreements.  The  plea  then  aver-  ^  *    ^ 

red  that  the  defendant  returned  the  ninety-six  ends  of  grey     tvrquamd 

Vm 

doth^  &c.,  and  that  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Van-  Mosedon. 
derphink  deposited  with  him,  in  lieu  thereof,  the  goods 
and  chattels  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  men- 
tioned ;  that  the  defendant  had  not  decided  upon  keeping 
the  same,  and  that  the  dE150  and  interest  remained  un- 
paid, wherefore  the  defendant  detained  the  goods,  as  he 
lawfully  might. 

Eeplication,  that,  before  the  lending  and  advancing  of 
the  money  in  that  plea  mentioned  by  the  defendant  to  the 
said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank,  it  was  corruptly, 
and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  agreed  by  and  between  the  defendant  and 
the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank,  that  the 
said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank  should  pay  to 
the  defendant,  for  such  time  as  the  defendant  should 
forbear  and  give  day  of  payment  of  the  sum  of  money  in 
the  said  plea  mentioned,  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
at  and  after  the  rate  of  £10  per  cent,  per  annum :  and 
that  the  said  sum  or  rate  so  agreed  to  be  given  and  paid 
by  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank  to  the 
defendant,  for  such  loan  and  forbearance  as  aforesaid, 
exceeds  the  rate  of  £5  for  the  forbearance  of  £100  for 
a  year,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided.    Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  although 
the  plaintiffs,  by  their  replication,  have  confessed  the  mak- 
ing of  the  several  contracts  in  the  plea  mentioned,  and 
the  lending  and  advancing  of  the  money  by  the  said  de- 
fendant to  the  said  B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank, 
and  the  deposit  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  by  the  said 
B.  Vanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank  with  the  defendant, 
under  and  upon  the  terms  of  the  said  contracts,  yet  the 
plaintiffs  have,  in  and  by  their  said  replication,  stated  and 
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Ejxh.  of  Pieaif  insisted  on^  by  way  of  answer  and  avoidance^  matters  whicb, 
'  ^  if  true,  since  the  passing  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament 
TuRQUAMD  made  and  passed  in  the  2nd  &  8rd  years  of  the  reign  of  her 
MosBDOM.  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  ''An  act  to  amend  and 
extend,  until  the  first  day  of  June,  1842,  the  provisions 
of  an  act  of  the  first  year  of  her  present  Majesty,  for  ex- 
empting certain  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes 
from  the  operation  of  the  laws  relating  to  usury,''  have 
been  and  are  wholly  inoperative  and  insufficient  as  an 
avoidance  and  answer  to  the  said  matters  in  the  said  plea 
alleged.  And  also  that  if  the  plaintiffs  had  intended  to 
insist  that  the  said  B.  Yanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank 
had  made  no  such  contracts  for  the  loan  and  forbearance 
of  money  as  came  within  the  intention  of  the  said  statute, 
they  should  have  traversed  or  denied  the  statement  in  the 
plea,  that  the  said  B.  Yanderplank  and  S.  Vanderplank 
had  made  such  contracts  as  are  set  forth,  instead  of  ad- 
mitting such  facts  as  they  have  done ;  or  if  the  plaintiff 
had  intended  to  insist  that  the  same  contracts  and  agree- 
ments were  not  such  contracts  and  agreements  as  came 
within  the  protection  of  the  above-named  statute,  they 
should  have  shewn  by  their  said  replication  that  this  pre- 
sent action  was  commenced  before  the  passing  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  statute,  or  that  the  said  contracts  were 
made  and  entered  into  by  and  between  the  said  B.  Van- 
derplank and  S.  Vanderplank,  before  the  passing  of  the 
last-mentioned  statute,  or  such  other  matters  as  the  case 
might  have  required. 

Wightman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  replication 
is  no  answer  to  the  plea.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  plea 
when  the  contract  was  made,  whether  before  the  passing  of 
the  Stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  or  since.  The  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
shewn  it  to  have  occurred  before  the  recent  statutes  relating 
to  usury.  The  first  of  those  statutes  (the  3  &  4  Will.  4> 
c.  98)  was  passed  in  the  year  1833,  and  by  the  7th  section 
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of  tbat  statute,  bills  of  excliange  and  promissory  notes,  ^^^-  of  PUas, 
payable  at  or  within  three  months  after  date,  are  exempted  *   ^ 

firom  the  operation  of  the  usury  laws.  The  next  statute  Turquand 
(the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  80)  which  was  passed  in  the  year  Mosedon. 
1837,  extended  the  provisions  of  that  section;  but  no 
question  arises  in  the  present  case  on  either  of  those  sta- 
tutes, which  are  applicable  only  to  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes.  The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  was  passed  in  the 
year  1 839,  to  amend  and  extend  the  operation  of  the  7  Will.  4 
&  1  Vict.  c.  80  to  the  year  1842 ;  and  by  the  first  section  of 
that  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  '^  no  contract  for  the  loan  or 
forbearance  of  money  above  the  sum  of  £10  sterling^^  shall, 
by  reason  of  any  interest  taken  thereon  or  secured  thereby, 
be  void  by  reason  of  any  statute  or  law  in  force  for  the  pre- 
vention of  usury,  except  as  to  loans  made  on  the  security  of 
lands ;  but  there  is  no  security  here  which  brings  this  case 
within  that  exception.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — Are  not 
those  words  confined  to  such  contracts  as  arise  on  bills  of 
exchange  or  promissory  notes?]  The  section  clearly 
comprehends  two  distinct  cases :  the  first  applies  to  con- 
tracts arising  on  bills  of  exchange  payable  twelve  months 
after  date ;  the  other  is  applied  to  all  contracts  where  the 
sum  exceeds  £10 ;  with  respect  to  bills  of  exchange  there  is 
no  such  limitation.  The  replication,  therefore,  furnishes  no 
answer  to  the  plea;  for  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  more 
than  £5  per  cent,  interest  on  the  loan  or  forbearance  of 
money,  is  not  illegal  since  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  unless  the 
amount  of  the  loan  does  not  exceed  £10,  or  it  is  made 
upon  the  security  of  lands.  The  allegation  in  the  replica- 
tion, that  ^^  it  was  corruptly,  and  against  tJie  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  agreed,^'  &c.,  is 
not  sufficient.  The  word  '^  corruptly^'  is  merely  a  technical 
expression,  and  means  no  more  than  duly  or  feloniously 
would.  As  to  the  words  '^  against  the  form  of  the  statute,^' 
the  contract  may  be  contrary  to  the  12  Anne,  c.  16,  and 
yet  be  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37.    [Parke,  B.— ThQ 


510  CASKS   IN   THE   EXCHSQUSR^ 

ExeK  of  PUoi,  qnestion  is^  what  must  the  plaintiff  prove  in  support  of  the 
^  ^  .  replication  ?  It  would  be  necessary  to  prove  enough  to  con- 
TuRQUAMD  stitute  the  offence.]  The  statute  of  Anne  remains  in  force, 
MosEooN.  though  it  has  become  inoperative  in  certain  cases.  The 
defendant  could  not^  therefore^  take  issue  on  the  all^ation 
that  the  agreement  was  against  the  form  of  the  statute.  The 
plea  discloses  a  legal  contract^  and  it  is  for  the  plaintiff,  if 
he  seek  to  invalidate  it,  to  shew,  beyond  doubt,  that  the 
contract  was  illegal;  for  no  presumption  can  be  made  in 
favour  of  illegality.  All  that  the  plaintiff  in  his  repli- 
cation says  is,  that  it  is  "  against  the  form  of  the  statute,^' 
which  it  may  be,  and  yet  the  contract  may  be  perfectly 
legal.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  meaning  of  that  allegation  is,  that 
it  is  against  the  form  of  same  statute  then  in  force.  Now, 
as  the  statute  of  Anne  is  suspended  as  to  loans  above  £10, 
does  not  that  allegation,  therefore,  point  to  the  2  &  8  Vict., 
and  in  that  way  disclose  the  illegality?]  The  illegality 
must  be  stated  with  certainty,  and  if  in  truth  this  were  a 
contract  for  a  loan  not  above  £10,  or  if  it  came  within  the 
proviso  respecting  security  on  land,  the  proper  form  of  re- 
plication would  be  so  to  state,  and  the  illegality  would  then 
appear.  If  the  time  is  material,  it  Ues  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  it ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  words  in  the  act  are 
general,  and  extend  to  all  contracts,  whenever  made. 

Petersdofff,  contra. — ^The  defendant  ought  to  have  taken 
issue  on  the  replication,  and  then  the  plaintiff  must  have 
proved  that  the  contract  was  made  while  the  statute  of  Anne 
was  in  force,  or  have  relied  on  some  other  fact  or  matter 
which  excepted  it  from  the  operation  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict 
c.  37.  The  replication  avers  that  the  contract  was  contraiy 
to  a  particular  statute,  and  that  averment  is  prim&  facie  suf- 
ficient ;  and  it  lies  on  the  defendant  to  shew  that  he  is  pro- 
tected by  a  subsequent  statute,  if  such  be  the  fact.  It  is 
an  established  rule,  that  where  a  party  seeks  by  his  plea  to 
avail  himself  of  a  statute,  and  there  is  an  exception  con- 
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tained  in  the  enacting  clause^  he  mnst  shew  that  he  does  Exek.  of  Pieat, 
not  come  within  the  terms  of  the  exception ;  but  if  a  pro-  ^  *^^'  ^ 
yiso  be  contained  in  another  and  distinct  clause^  he  need  Turquand 
not  do  80^  but  it  must  be  shewn  by  the  opposite  party  (a).  Mosedon. 
The  same  rule  is  applicable  to  informations  before  a  magis- 
trate^ where  it  is  not  necessary  to  negative  any  matter 
which  is  not  contained  in  the  particular  section  relied 
upon.  The  proper  course  would  have  been  to  have  de- 
nied the  illegaUty,  and  then  the  question  would  have 
arisen  whether  this  was  an  illegal  contract  or  not.  It  was 
sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  allege  that  the  contract  was 
against  the  form  of  the  statute ;  and  if  the  defendant  meant 
to  rely  upon  any  subsequent  statute  which  rendered  it 
Talid,  he  should  have  set  up  that  as  an  answer  in  his 
rejoinder.  But  the  replication  may  be  sustained^  even  if 
this  were  a  transaction  which  took  place  subsequent  to 
the  jmssing  of  the  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  S7,  as  that  statute 
was  not  intended  to  apply  to  any  other  contracts  than  those 
on  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  The  words 
''  as  aforesaid"  contained  in  the  first  section, have  reference 
to  and  must  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  antecedent 
matter,  which  is  bills  and  notes.  If  the  legislature  had 
intended  that  the  clause  should  apply  to  other  contracts, 
they  would  have  used  words  which  clearly  expressed  it. 
[Aldersan,  B. — How,  according  to  that  construction,  can 
you  give  effect  to  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  first 
clause,  that  ''  nothing  therein  contained  shall  extend  to 
the  loan  of  any  money  upon  the  security  of  any  lands,'^ 
kc.,  because  that  applies  to  mortgages — clearly  not  bills  of 
exchange  or  promissory  notes?  If  your  construction  be 
correct,  those  words  would  be  entirely  useless.] 

Per  Curiam. — ^There  must  be  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  1  Chit  on  Plead.  6th  edit  223. 


512  CASES   IN    THE    EZCHEQUEB^ 

Ereh,  of  PleoM, 
1841. 

"^      ""  Bennison  and  Others  v.  Thelwell. 

Jan.  27*  a 

Assumpsit  by  ixSSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  H.  &  R. 

agminsMhrac-  Daniel  upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  for  the  sum 

7uZ^n  ^'^^  ^^  ^^^'  payable  three  months  after  date,  and  indorsed  by 

drawn  by  D.  H.  &  R.  Daniel  to  the  plaintiffs. 

fendant  Plea,  Plea,  that,  after  the  bill  became  due,  and  before  the  com- 

fendant!  brD.,  nicncemcnt  of  the  suit,  the  defendant,  by  the  said  H.  &  B. 

his  agent  duly  Daniel,  his  agents  duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  paid  to 

that  behalf,  paid  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs  then  accepted  and  recei?ed 

tiir,  and  the*  of  thc  Said  H.  &  R.  Daniel,  as  such  agents,  a  large  sum  of 

al^epteVSnd  T^ouej,  amounting  to  £210,  in  fiiU  satisfaction  and  dis- 

received  of  D.  charge  of  all  the  promises  and  causes  of  action  in  the 

as  such  agent,  a 

certain  sum  in    declaration  mentioned.     Verification, 
and  discharge         Replication,  that  the  defendant,  by  the  said  H.  &  B. 
Mdon.'X^pH-^  Daniel,  did  not  pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  nor  did  the  plaintiffs 
cation,  that  the  acccpt  or  reccivc  of  the  said  H.  &  R.  Daniel,  as  such  agents, 

defendant,  by  ,  ,  •,  , 

D.  his  agent,  the  Said  sum  of  money  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  in  full 
the  plaintiff,  nor  Satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  promises  in  the  said  plea 
the  plaintiff*  ac-  ^  ^j^^t  behalf  mentioned,  modo  et  form4. 

cept  or  receive  '  ^ 

of  D,  as  such  Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  it  is  ambiga- 

sum  in  full  sa-  ous  and  Uncertain  from  the  said  replication,  whether  the 

diwhamofthe  ^^®^®  raised  by  the  same  is,  whether  the  payment  in  the 

promises  in  the  ^\q^  mentioned  was  made  at  all,  or  whether  the  said  D.  & 

plea  mention*       *  i        i    <•  . 

edi^Heid,  on  R.  Daniel  were  the  authorized  agents  of  the  defendant  m 
re^^that  ^he^*^'  making  the  same ;  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  taken  or 
'elod!"^**"  ^**  tendered  any  single  or  material  issue  out  of  or  upon  thc 

said  plea  of  the  defendant,  but  have  stated  and  put  in  issue, 
both  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  accept  and  receive  from  the 
said  H.  &  R.  Daniel  the  said  sum  of  money,  and  also  that 
the  said  H.  &  R.  Daniel  were  not  the  agents  of  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  that  the  replication  is  bad,  as  containing  a 
negative  pregnant  with  an  affirmative. 

Crampton,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — Looking  at  the 
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decision  in  Webb  v.  Weatherby  (a),  perhaps  it  cannot  be  ^'cK  of  Pleas, 

contended  that  the  replication  is  double^  but  it  is  at  best  '   ^ 

ambiguous  and  uncertain;  it  is  uncertain  whether  it  is      Bemnison 

tf, 

intended  to  deny  the  authority  of  H.  &  B.  Daniel^  or  the  thelwell. 
receipt  of  the  money  by  the  plaintiffs  in  satisfjEUstion.  It  is 
quite  ambiguous  whether  the  one  allegation  or  the  other  is 
intended  to  be  denied.  This  is  not  a  plea  on  which  one 
general  traverse  can  be  taken.  In  Myn  v.  Cole  {b),  which 
was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a 
house,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff^s  daughter 
licensed  him,  &c.,  and  that  he  entered  by  virtue  of  that 
license;  to  this  the  plaintiff  replied,  quod  non  intravit  per 
licentiam  suam.  This  was  considered  to  be  a  negative 
pregnant,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
traversed  either  the  entry  by  itself,  or  the  licence  by  itself, 
but  not  both  together.  So,  in  Auberie  v,  James  (c),  where, 
in  trespass  for  an  assault  and  battery,  the  defendant  jus- 
tified, that  he,  being  master  of  a  ship,  commanded  the 
plaintiff  to  do  some  service  in  the  ship,  which  he  refusing 
to  do,  the  plaintiff  moderately  chastised  him ;  the  plaintiff 
traversed,  with  an  absque  hoc  that  the  defendant  moder- 
ately chastised  him ;  and  the  traverse  was  held  to  be 
a  negative  pregnant,  because,  whilst  it  purported  to  put  in 
issue  only  the  excess,  (admitting  by  implication  the  chas- 
tisement), it  did  not  distinctly  make  that  admission,  and 
was  therefore  ambiguous.  So  here,  the  replication  does 
not  expressly  admit  or  deny  either  of  the  allegations  con- 
tained in  the  plea ;  it  puts  them  both  together,  and  leaves 
it  uncertain  which  it  intends  to  deny.  The  plea  is  clearly 
not  in  excuse,  but  in  discharge,  and  the  plaintiff  must  take 
issue  on  some  one  allegation  in  the  plea,  and  cannot  be 
allowed  to  traverse  the  plea  generally. 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  502 ;  1  Scott,  (c)  Steph.  on  Plead.  425,  2n(l 

477.  edit.,  citing  I  Ventr.  70;  1  Sid.  444 ; 

(6)  Cro.  Jac.  87.  2  Keb.  623. 

VOL.  VII.  MM  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,      BoTstow,  contr^. — ^This  defence  would  have  been  raised 

1841 

-     by  the  plea  of  the  general  issue  before  the  new  rules,  and  it 
BcNNisoN      ^aj3  never  intended  by  them  to  place  the  parties  under  any 

Vm 

Thelwell.  difficulty.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  plea  is  good; 
and  if  the  defendant  makes  the  agency  a  part  of  his  de- 
fence, the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  traverse  it.  Undoubt- 
edly, the  general  replication  de  injuria  would  not  have 
been  proper;  but  where  several  facts  are  stated  in  the  plea, 
which  form  but  one  entire  defence,  the  whole  may  be  tra- 
versed. It  would  be  hard  to  put  the  plaintiff  in  a  situ- 
ation to  admit  a  fact  which  may  or  may  not  be  true. 

Crampton  was  heard  in  reply. 

Parke,  B. — ^It  would  be  a  good  replication  to  a  plea  of 
payment  by  an  agent,  that  he  the  defendant  did  not,  by 
his  agent  in  that  behalf  pay,  Sec.  The  case  of  fFebb  y. 
Weatherby  {a)  is  an  authority  to  shew,  that  where  two  mat- 
ters form  but  one  defence,  both  may  be  included  in  one 
traverse. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  1  Scott,  477 ;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  502. 
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Exeh,  qf  Pleat, 
1841. 

Stocken  v.  Collin.  " 

A  Jan,  30. 

SSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer  of  a  in  an  *ction  by 

bill  of  exchange.     Plea^  no  due  notice  of  dishonour.  against  the 

At  the  trial  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  JexcL"*n^!u 
in  this  term,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  on  which  the  action  *?  ^^^^f'^.S' 

'  '^'^  the  plaintiff  to 

was  brought  became  due  on  the  27th  of  April;  that  the  shew, to  the  sa- 
plaintiff,  who  was  then  the  holder  of  the  biU,  wrote  a  letter  jury,  that  the 
to  the  defendant,  who  resided  in  London,  giving  him  notice  JnlJuirnoSfar 
of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill,  which  letter,  according  to  the  of  duhonour 

,-  1     -1        ,  i  .  .  waspoctedin  ^ 

eyidence  of  the  plaintin 's  clerk,  who  posted  it,  was  put  mto  sach  time  as 
the  office  before  one  o'clock  on  the  28th,  so  that,  in  the  d„Vand  usoai 
due  course  of  delivery,  it  would  have  reached  the  defendant  ^^^  ^^^^^he 
on  that  day.    The  letter  was  produced  in  evidence,  and  deUTeredonthe 
bore  the  post-mark — ^ten  in  the  forenoon,  April  29.    The  '^'rhc  post-of. 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  learned  Judge  gave  the  J^ciusiTe""^ 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  ***f  ^"*;  ''*'«'* 

a  letter  is 


posted. 


Wordsworth  now  moved  accordingly  for  a  nonsuit,  or  for 
a  new  trial. — If  the^  letter  had  been  put  into  the  office  on 
the  28th,  the  presumption  is  that  it  would  have  been  deli« 
vered  on  that  day;  but  the  post-office  mark  was  conclu- 
sive against  the  plaintiff,  and  shewed  that  the  letter  was 
not  posted  in  time  for  delivery,  in  due  course  of  post,  on 
the  28th.  But  further,  it  was  not  enough  to  shew  that  it 
was  posted  on  the  28th ;  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove 
that  the  notice  actually  reached  the  defendant  on  the  28th. 
The  post  was  only  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delivery. — He  cited  Smith  v.  Mtdlett  (a)  and  Hitton 
V.  Fairclouffh  (i),  to  shew  that  if  a  notice  of  dishonour  is 
sent  through  the  post,  it  must  be  proved  to  have  been  put 
into  the  office  at  such  an  hour  that,  in  the  due  course  of 
delivery,  it  would  have  arrived  in  time,  which  he  con- 

(a)  2  Camp.  208.  (6)  Id.  633. 

VOL.  VII.  N  N  M.  W. 
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ExeK  of  Pka»,  tended  could  not  have  been  done  in  the  present  case^  as 
^^^'  ^    the  post-mark  sufficiently  proved. 

Parks,  B. — ^It  was  a  question  for  the  juiy  whether  the 
letter  was  put  into  the  post-office  in  time  for  delivery  on 
the  28th;  the  post-office  mark  certainly  raised  a  presump- 
tion to  the  contrary,  but  it  was  not  conclusive.  The  jury 
have  beUeved  the  testimony  of  the  witness  who  posted  the 
letter,  and  the  verdict  was  therefore  right.  If  a  party 
puts  a  notice  of  dishonour  into  the  post,  so  that  in  the  due 
course  of  delivery  it  would  arrive  in  time,  he  has  done  all 
that  can  be  required  of  him,  and  it  is  no  fuilt  of  his  that 
delay  occurs  in  the  delivery. 

Aldebson,  B.-— The  party  who  sends  the  notice  is  not 
answerable  for  the  blunder  of  the  post-offioe.  I  remem- 
ber to  have  held  so  in  a  case  on  the  Norfolk  circuit,  where 
a  notice  addressed  to  Norwidi  had  been  sent  to  WarwicL 
If  the  doctrine,  that  the  post-office  is  only  the  agent 
for  the  delivery  of  the  notice,  were  correct,  no  one  could 
safely  avail  himself  of  that  mode  of  transmission.  The 
real  question  is,  whether  the  party  has  been  guilty  of 
-laches. 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Bnle  refused. 


A 
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JSceA.  of  Pitas 
1841. 

Humble  v,  Langston.  ^ 

Tan,  28. 

SSUMPSIT.    The  declaration  stated^  that  the  plaintiff  Ooftfae  20tkof 
heretofore^  and  before  and  at  the  times  of  the  sale  and  of  the  raaint'iffen' 
the  delivery  and  of  the  promise  in  this  count  after  men-  ^®'**^  ^"*<*  *^ 

^  *  contract  with 

tioned^  was  possessed  of  divers^  to  yiit,  thirty  shares^  where-  the  defendant, 

* ,  •.        :i  .  ^   •  •!  through  their 

of  ne  was  registered  owner^  m  a  certain  railway  company  respective  bro« 
called  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company:  that  of'SbtVihlrlt 
the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  of  February  1838,  >°  the  Bristol 

'  '  .  /  >    and  Exeter 

agreed  to  buy  of  and  from  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  Railway,  at  7^ 
to  wit,  then,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  agreed  to  and^Ye'usuil 
sell  to  the  defendant  thirty  shares  in  the  said  Railway  ^^'^betwren 
Company,  at  and  for  a  certain  price,  to  wit,  the  price  or  *}»«  parties,  no 

iiii<»"i  time  being  men- 

sum  of  7/.  28.  6a.,  to  be  thereupon  paid  by  the  defendant  tioned  for  the 

to  the  plaintiff  for  each  and  every  o£  the  said  shares;  thrpurchase. 

and  thereupon,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^ 

request  of  the  defendant,  would  deliver  to  the  defendant  fendant  wrote 

the  certificates  of  the  said  shares  so  bought  as  aforesaid,  brokers,  re- 

and  would  transfer  the  said  shares  to  him  on  request,  ^^^dlspat^ch™ 

he,  the  defendant,  to  wit,  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  *^®  ^^\^\J  ^'"" 

'  *  ^  r  r  tol  and  Exeter 

accept  and  receive  the  same  of  and  from  the  plaintiff,  *haret  forth- 
and  to  indemnify  and  save  harmless  the  plaintiff  from  replied  the     ^ 
•all  subsequent  payments  and  liabilities  for  or  in  respect  herewh*h  send  * 
*of  the   shares,   the   certificates  of  which   he   should   so  x^**  transfer  of 

'  thirty  Bristol 

<leliver  as  aforesaid,  or  for  or  in  respect  of  any  call  or  and  Exeter 
calls  which  shoidd  or  might   be  thereafter   made  upon  biank."  This 
or  in  respect   thereof.    And  although  the  plaintiff,  to  donTand^lh!*^ 

purchase- 
money  was  paid.  Calls  were  subsequently  made  on  these  shares,  and  they  not  being  registered  in 
the  name  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  remaining  the  apparent  owner  of  them,  he  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  calls.  In  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  not  indemnifying  the  plaintiff  for 
the  payments  and  liabilities  in  respect  of  the  calls  : — Heldt  that  under  the  above  circumstances 
there  was  no  undertaking  implied  by  law  to  indemnify  against  all  subsequent  calls,  nor  any  evi- 
dence of  such  an  undertaking  in  point  of  fact. 

•  The  declaration,  after  setting  forth  the  contract,  contained  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  had 
« always  from  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  said  shares,  and  the  making  of  the  said  promise 
hitherto  been  ready  and  willing  to  iranrfer  the  said  shares  to  the  defendant,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  said  contract."  This  was  traversed  by  plea: — Held,  that  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  in  the  case  of  such  readiness ;  but  that  if  it  had  been  necessary,  in  order  to  support  the 
.aUc^gadoo*  to  prove  the  tender  of  a  valid  conveyance,  it  would  Dot  have  been  sufficient. 

nn2 
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Eieek,  of  pteas,  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  delivered  to  the  de- 

1R41 

'   ^     fendant,  in  performance  of  the  said  contract,  the  certifi- 
HuMBLB      cates  of  the  said  shares  whereof  he  was  so  possessed, 
Lamoiiton.     and  was  such  registered  owner  as  aforesaid,  and  the  de- 
fendant then  accepted  and  received  the  same  of  and  firom 
the  plaintiff,  and  then  paid  him  for  the  same,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  said  sale  :   and  although  the  plaintiff 
hath  always,  from  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  said  shares, 
and  the  making  of  the  said  promise^  hitherto,  been  ready 
and  willing  to  transfer  the  said  shares  to  the  defendant, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  contract ;  of  all  which 
said  several  premises  the  defendant,  in  a  reasonable  time 
in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  had  notice ;  and  although  the 
plaintiff  hath  always  since  the  said  agreement  well  and 
truly  performed  the  terms  thereof  in  all  things  on  his  part 
and  behalf  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled;  and  although, 
subsequently  to  the  said  sale  and  to  the  said  delivery,  to 
wit,  on  the  several  and  respective  days  and  times  herein- 
after next  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  May  1838,  the 
20th  of  October  1838,  the  6th  of  April  1839,  the  6th  of 
August  1839,  the  6th  of  November  1839,  the  plaintiff, 
as  such  registered  owner  of  the  said  shares  as  in  this  count 
before  mentioned,  became  and  was  liable  to  divers  respective 
calls  respectively  made,  subsequently  to  the  said  promise, 
sale,  and  delivery,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  shares 
respectively,  amounting  altogether  to  a  large  sum  of  monej, 
to  wit,  to  the  sum  of  £2000,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises 
the  plaintiff  afterwards,   and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was 
forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  and  did  then  actually  pay  a 
large  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £1000,  for  and  in  respect 
of  the  said  calls ;  and  was  afterwards,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and  give,  and  did 
then  pay  and  give  divers,  to  wit,  two  promissory  notes 
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of  him,  the  plaintiff,  for  divers  large  sums  of  money,  Exck.  of  puat, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  hirge  sum,  to  wit,  the    vj^ll^ 
sum  of  other  £1000,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  callsj       Humble 
which  said  promissory  notes  of  the    plaintiff  are  still     Lamoiton. 
respectively  outstanding    and    unpaid,    and  which    the 
plaintiff    still   is  liable   to  pay  and   discharge;    of   all 
which  said  several  premises  in  this  count  mentioned,  the 
defendant  afterwards,  and  in  a  reasonable  time  in  that 
behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  December  1839,  had  notice, 
and  was  then  requested   to  indemnify  and  save  harm- 
less the  plaintiff  from  the  said  payments  and  liabilities. 
Yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  woidd,  when  he  was  so 
requested,  or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever,  indemnify  or 
save  harmless  the  plaintiff  from  the  said  payments  or 
liabilities,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  therein 
wholly  failed  and  made  defaidt. 

There  was  a  second  count  on  an  account  stated. 

Pleas,  first,  to  both  counts,  non  assumpsit.  2ndly,  to 
the  first  count,  that  there  never  was  any  such  consideration 
for  the  said  alleged  promise  of  the  defendant  in  that  count 
mentioned,  as  therein  alleged.  Srdly,  that  he,  the  defend- 
ant, did  not  agree  to  buy  of  or  from  the  plaintiff,  nor  did 
the  plaintiff  agree  to  sell  to  him  the  defendant,  the  said 
shares  in  that  count  mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
modo  et  form&.  4thly,  that  the  plaintiff  hath  not  been 
nor  was  ready  or  willing  to  transfer  the  said  shares,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  to  the  defendant,  modo  et  formft. 
5thly,  that  the  defendant  had  not  notice  of  the  plaintiff's 
readiness  or  willingness  to  transfer  the  said  shares,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  to  him  the  defendant,  modo  et  form&. 
6thly,  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  not  notice  of  the  said 
alleged  liabilities  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, or  of  any  or  either  of  them,  or  of  any  part  of  the 
same,  modo  et  form&.  7thly,  that  the  plaintiff  hath  been 
and  was  damnified  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  of 
his  own  wrong,  and  by  and  through  his  own  means^  default^ 
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Exeh.  of  Pietu,  and  neglect.    8thly^  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  al- 
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leged  promise  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  before 
Humble  any  breach  thereof,  and  before  the  said  shares,  or  any  or 
LAM08T0N.  either  of  them,  had  been  transferred  to  the  defendant,  to 
wit,  on  the  21st  of  February  1838,  the  defendant  wai 
absolved,  exonerated,  and  discharged  by  the  plaintiff  firom 
his  the  defendant's  said  promise,  and  the  performance  of 
the  same. 

Replication  to  the  1st,  2nd,  Srd,  4th,  5th,  and  Gth  pleas, 
similiter.  To  the  7th  plea,  that  he  the  plaintiff  was  not 
damnified  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  of  his  own 
wrong,  or  by  or  through  his  own  means,  default,  at 
neglect,  modo  et  form&.  To  the  last  plea,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  absolved,  exonerated,  or  dischai^ed  by 
the  plaintiff  from  his  the  defendant's  said  promise,  or  the 
performance  of  the  same,  modo  et  form&. 

At  the  trial  before  Rotfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Summer  Assizes 
at  Liverpool,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  being  in  pos- 
session of  thirty  shares  in  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Bailway 
Company,  employed  Messrs.  Richardson  &  Thompson  as 
his  brokers,  to  dispose  of  them  for  him.  The  defendant,  a 
share-broker  at  Manchester,  being  desirous  of  obtaining 
shares  in  that  Company,  employed  Messrs.  Atkinson  & 
Townley,  share-brokers  in  Liverpool,  to  purchase  them  for 
him,  and  they  applied  to  Messrs.  Richardson  &  Thompson 
for  that  purpose.  At  that  time,  £10  per  share  had  been 
paid  on  these  shares,  but  they  were  at  a  discount.  Messrs. 
Richardson  &  Thompson  agreed,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  sell  these  thirty  shares  at  7/.  2^.  6d.  per  share,  whidi 
sum  Messrs.  Atkinson  &  Townley  agreed  to  pay  for  the 
same,  as  brokers  for  the  defendant,  and  in  pursuance  of 
that  agreement,  the  shares  were  sold  to  Messrs.  Atkinson  ft 
Townley  for  the  defendant,  and  the  following  contract 
notes  passed  between  the  brokers. 


\ 
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'' Liverpool^  20th  February^  1838.       SxOl  rf  PUat^ 
"  Sir — We  have  this  day  sold  to  you  thirty  shares  in  the     ^   ^^^'  ^ 
BiistolaiidExeter  Railway  at  £10    0    0  paid  Humblb 

2  17    6  discount  Lahqston. 

£  7    2    6  per  share  net. 

''Yours,  &c. 

BicsARDSON  &  Thompson." 

"  To  Messrs.  Atkinson  &  Townley.^' 


•*  No.  863.  ''66,  Castle-street,  20th  February,  1838. 

"  Messrs.  Bichardson  &  Co. — ^We  have  this  day  bought 
from  you  the  shares  undermentioned, 

"And  remain  yours, 

"  For  G.  Atkinson  &  Townley, 

"Edward  Bourne. 

"  Thirty  Shares  Bristol  and  Exeter  Bailw.,  at  71.  2s.  6d. 
per  share.'' 

In  pursuance  of  this  contract,  the  shares  were  sent  by 
the  plaintiff's  brokers,  with  a  blank  transfer,  which  at 
that  time  was  stated  to  be  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness. The  purchase-money  was  paid  by  Atkinson  &  Town- 
ley  to  Bichardson  &  Thompson,  and  was  charged  by  the 
former  in  account  with  the  defendant,  who  allowed  it  to 
them  in  his  account.  Subsequent  calls  were  made  on 
these  shares,  and  the  shares  not  having  been  registered  in 
the  books  of  the  Company  in  the  defendant's  name,  but 
the  plaintiff  remaining  the  only  apparent  owner  of  them, 
he  was  compelled  to  pay  those  caUs,  amounting  to 
957/.  5«.  2d.,  and  it  was  to  recover  the  money  so  paid  that 
the  present  action  was  brought.  The  calls  were  paid  to 
the  Company  partly  in  cash,  and  partly  in  promissory 
notes  which  were  outstanding.  By  the  contract  notes, 
the  shares  were  sold  to  the  defendant  at  71.  2s.  6d.  net^ 
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Etch,  of  PUaty  but  Atkinson  &  Townley,  as  brokers  for  the  defendant, 

-    would  be  entitled  to  a  commission  of  2s.  6d.  per  share  for 

HuMBLB       purchasings  and  they,  in  rendering  their  account  to  the 

Lamqstok.     defendant,  added  the  commission  to  the  purchase-money, 

which  made  the  shares  stand  at  7L  5«. 

Several  letters  firom  the  defendant  were  put  in,  shewing 
his  anxiety  to  purchase  shares  in  this  railway,  and  that  he 
had  sold  shares  in  that  Company  at  higher  prices.  The 
following  letters  were  also  read : — 

'^  Manchester,  8rd  March,  1838. 
''Messrs.  Atkinson   &    Townley — Fray   dispatch  ih^ 
thirty  Bristol  and  Exeter  shares  forthwith.     I  have  sold  at 
91.  17s.  6d. 

"  Thomas  Lanoston.'' 

*'  Liverpool,  3rd  March,  1838. 
^'We  herewith  send  you  transfer  of  thirty  Bristol  and 
Exeter  shares  in  blank. 

"  Atkinson  &  Townley. 
^^  Mr.  Thomas  Langston.^' 


^ 


^'  Mr.  Thomas  Langston. 

'*  Bought  from  Atkinson  &  Townley, 
/'20th  February,  1838, 
**  Thirty  shares  of  Bristol  and  Exeter 

Bails,  at  7/.  5* £217  10    0 

''Stamp  -        .  2    0    0 


je219  10    (f' 


It  was  objected  at  the  trial,  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's 
case,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  express  contract,  there 
was  no  implied  undertaking,  on  the  part  of  the  person 
purchasing  the  shares,  to  indemnify  the  vendor  against 
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the  calls^  and  therefore^  as  there  was  no  liability^  the  Sxck.  of  pieat, 


1841. 


plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  It  was  also  objected 
that  the  averment  in  the  declaration^  that  the  plaintiff  was  Humble 
ready  and  willing  to  transfer^  was  not  proved.  The  learned  langston. 
Judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  their  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff^ which  they  accordingly  did^  with  £900  damages^  but 
he  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on 
the  above  grounds.  Alexander,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last^ 
obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

CresnoellKaA  CromptonBhewei  cause  inthis  term^  (Jan.  16). 
— ^The  material  question  in  this  case  is^  whether  there  is  any 
implied  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  of  shares 
to  indemnify  the  seller  from  subsequent  calls  made  by  the 
Company  upon  him.  Another  question  is,  whether  the 
averment  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready 
and  willing  to  transfer  the  shares,  which  is  traversed  by  the 
fourth  plea,  was  proved  at  the  trial. .  Of  that  there  was 
abundant  evidence.  Perhaps  Hibblewhite  v.  M'Morine  (a) 
may  be  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  but  there  the  party 
never  had  the  property  to  transfer,  'and  therefore  the  case 
is  totally  different.  Then,  as  to  the  main  point,  thare  was 
an  implied  undertaking  by  the  purchaser  to  indenmify  the 
seller  from  subsequent  calls.  In  a  transaction  of  this 
nature,  there  is  an  implied  undertaking  to  protect  the 
seller  from  all  the  consequences  of  his  remaining  the  no- 
minal or  registered  owner.  If  the  plaintiff  remains  nomi- 
nally on  the  books  the  owner  of  the  shares,  he  then 
becomes  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser,  and  the  purchaser  is 
bound  to  indemnify  him  from  all  the  liabilities  which  he 
incurs  by  his  being  placed  in  that  situation.  The  drawer 
of  an  accommodation  bill  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  accom- 
modation acceptor,  because  the  law  in  such  case  implies  a 
promise  to  indemnify,  without  any  express  pronuse  being 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  200. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pita$^  made.  So  here^  there  was  an  implied  promise  to  indemnify, 
^^  I  •  without  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Here  shares 
Hum BLB  are  transferred  to  a  purchaser^  who  takes  them  subject  to 
Lanostoii.  ^  ^^  liabilities  of  the  yend(»r^  under  the  act  of  Parliament 
by  whidi  the  company  was  formed  and  regulated  (a).  One 
condition  of  the  act  is,  that  the  purchaser  of  the  shares 
shall  pay  all  the  calls.  The  case  fSalls  within  the  principle 
of  the  decision  in  Burnett  v.  Lynch  {b).  There  lessee,  by 
deed  poll,  assigned  his  interest  in  the  demised  premises  to  A., 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  rent  and  the  performance  of 
the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease.  A.  took  possession, 
and  occupied  the  premises  under  the  assignment,  and  befinre 
the  expiration  of  the  term  assigned  to  a  third  person.  The 
lessor  sued  the  lessee  for  breaches  of  covenant  committed 
during  the  time  that  A.  continued  assignee  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  recovered  damages  against  the  lessee ;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  lessee  might  maintain  an  action  on  the 
case,  founded  in  tort,  against  A.,  for  having  neglected  to 
perform  the  covenants  during  the  time  he  continued 
assignee,  whereby  the  lessee  sustained  damage.  Here  the 
parties  have  contracted  with  reference  to  the  statute,  and 
the  defendant,  by  purchasing  these  shares,  has  undertaken 
that  he  would  perform  all  the  liabilities  to  which  the  owner  <^ 
them  was  subject,  and  firee  the  seller  firom  them.  In  Bwmdt 
V.  Lynch,  Lord  Tenterden  says  (c) — '^  It  is  true  he  [the  de- 
fendant] entered  into  no  express  covenant  or  contract  that 
he  would  pay  the  rent  and  perform  the  covenants.  But  he 
accepted  the  assignment,  subject  to  the  performance  of  the 
covenants,  and  we  are  first  to  consider  whether  any  action 
will  lie  against  him.  If  we  should  hold  that  no  action  will 
lie,  this  consequence  will  follow,  that  a  man  having  taken 

(a)  The  169th  section  of  the  Railway  Act,  which  see,  in  s  note 

Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Act,  to  HibbletMU  v.  M*Morime,  6  M. 

6  Will.  4,  c.  xxxiri,  was  stated  to  he  &  W.  205. 

exactly  the  same  as  the  140th  sec-  (b)  5  B.  &  C.  589 ;  8  D.  &  R.  368. 

tion  of  the  London  and  Brighton  (c)  5  B.  &  C.  601. 
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an  estate  from  another^  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  rent,  Bxck.  of  PUat, 
and  the  performance  of  the  covenants,  and  having  thereby  x_Zl— -/ 
induced  an  understanding  in  that  other  that  he  would  Humble 
paj  the  rent  and  perform  the  covenants,  will  be  allowed  to  Lanqstoit. 
cast  that  burden  upon  the  other  person.  Reason  and 
common  sense  shew  that  that  never  could  be  intended ; 
and  if  the  law  of  England  allowed  any  such  consequence 
to  follow,  in  that  case  it  would  cease  to  be  a  rule  of  rea- 
son.''  The  other  judges  entirely  concurred  in  that  deci- 
sion, which,  in  principle,  is  an  authority  in  the  present 
case.  The  seller  of  these  shares  does  not  enter  into  a  new 
liability,  but  continues  in  his  original  liability  at  the 
request  of  the  purchaser,  and  the  law  will  imply  a  promise 
to  indemnify  firom  that  circumstance.  [Parke,  B. — ^The 
case  of  Burnett  v.  Lynch  was  cited  and  approved  of  in 
Wolveridge  v.  Steward  (a),  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber,  delivered  by  Lord  Denmanj  C.  J.] 
Burnett  v.  Lynch  is  a  strong  authority  to  shew  that  as- 
sumpsit would  have  lain  under  the  same  circumstances. 
Covenant  would  not  lie,  because  it  was  a  deed  poll.  Suppose 
in  the  present  case  the  purchaser  had  expressly  requested 
the  seller  to  let  the  shares  stand  in  his  name,  would  not  a 
promise  to  indemnify  be  implied  from  that  request?  It  is 
submitted  that  it  clearly  would :  and  this  is  substantially 
the  same  thing.  The  present  is  perhaps  more  like  the  case 
of  an  accommodation  bill,  than  that  of  principal  and 
surety.  The  acceptor,  by  accepting  the  bill,  does  not 
relieve  the  drawer  from  liability,  but  contracts  a  liability 
at  his  request.  Here,  by  the  original  bargain,  the  seller 
had  a  right  to  call  for  a  legal  transfer  of  the  shares,  but 
the  purchaser  requests  the  shares  to  be  sent  to  him.  By 
that  he  means  the  certificates,  as  is  shewn  by  what  was 
done — ^they  send  him  accordingly  the  certificates  and  a 
blank  transfer. 

(a)  1  Cr.  &  M.  644. 


526  CASES  IN   THE   EXCHEQUER^ 

Eiek,  qf  Pleat,     Alexander  and  Cowling,  contra. — ^There  is  no  analogy 
^   ^^^'  ^    between  the  case  of  Burnett  v.  Lffnch  and  the  present. 
HtMBLB      There  the  defendant  was  claiming  a  benefit  under  the 
Lanoston.    lease^  and  could  not  gainsay  it.     Here  the  person  whose 
name  is  registered  is  the  person  entitled  to  all  the  benefits 
to  be  derived  from  the  shares.    There  the  assignee  had 
possession  of  the  land,  and  an  implied  contract  arose  firom 
the  assignment,  under  which  he  took  that  benefit.     Here 
the  vendor  is  in  the  legal  possession.    Besides,  the  qnes- 
tion  in  that  case  arose  after  verdict,  and  all  would  be 
assumed  to  have  been  proved  at  the  trial  which  was 
necessary  to  sustain  the  action.     Here,  the  transfers  being 
in  blank,  were  not  legal,  and  could  not  be  made  l^al  by 
subsequent  signature,  and  therefore  conferred  no  title  or 
benefit  on  the  defendant.     [Parker  B. — ^The  question  is, 
was  not  this  a  contract  for  shares,  to  be  completed  within 
a  reasonable  time,  the  remedy  for  breach  of  which  would 
be  an  action  for  special  damage,  for  not  completing  the 
contract  within  a  reasonable  time  ?  and  then  the  plaintiff 
is  in  this  situation,  that  he  has  not  tendered  a  valid  con- 
veyance.]   It  cannot  be  that  the  law  will  imply  any  promise 
from  the  defendant  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff.     The  parties 
never  contemplated  any  such  indemnify.     The  plaintiff 
would  be  a  fortunate  person  indeed,  if  he  got  the  price  of 
his  shares,  and  a  promise  to  indemnify,  without  the  defend- 
ant's obtaining  any  valid  title  to  the  shares.     [Parke,  B. — 
In  such  a  case  another  promise  to  be  implied  would  be,  that 
the  vendor  should  pay  the  profits  to  the  vendee.]     There  is 
nothing,  either  in  principle  or  authority,  to  shew  that  such 
a  promise  to  indemnify  would  be  implied  bj  law.     Sup- 
pose the  case  of  a  vendor  and  purchaser  of  land,  and  the 
agreement  were  not  performed,  could  it  be  said  that  there 
was  an  implied  promise,  in  case    the   outgoings  were 
greater  than  the  profits,  to  indemnify  the  vendor  ?    That 
could  not  be  so,  at  all  events,  before  a  conveyance  were 
tendered.    If  the  plaintiff  had  tendered  to  the  defendant 
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a  regular  deed  of  transfer^  and  he  had  refused  to  execute  Sxch.  of  PUat, 
it,  then,  perhaps,  he  might  have  recovered;  but  here  there  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
waa  only  a  transfer  in  blank,  which  was  illegal.  This  is  Humble 
personal  property  only.  That  was  decided  in  Bttgh  v.  lanoston. 
Brent  (a).  In  Com.  Dig.,  Covenant  (A  2,)  it  is  said,  "  a  cove- 
nant personal  is  by  express  words,  or  by  a  covenant  in  law.*' 
And  again  (A3,) — ''The  law  does  not  create  a  covenant 
for  a  personal  thing."  The  rule  of  law  as  to  caveat  emptor 
is  an  instance  of  that.  If  the  vendor  required  anything 
beyond  what  is  incident  to  the  mere  contract  of  sale,  he 
ought  to  have  stipulated  for  it :  no  such  contract  can  be 
implied.  The  cases  put  on  the  other  side  are  cases  of 
loan.  In  the  case  of  an  accommodation  bill,  the  acceptor 
lends  his  name  and  responsibility.  So  in  the  case  of 
principal  and  surety.  But  here  the  promise  laid  in  the 
declaration  is  founded  only  on  the  contract  of  sale.  The 
case  of  principal  and  surety  is  totally  distinct ;  there  the  ' 
surety  incurs  a  liability,  and  solely  a  liability,  for  another 
person.  But  here  the  supposed  surety  has  the  power  in 
his  own  hands  of  saving  himself  harmless,  and  it  is  a  mere 
naked  contract  as  between  seller  and  purchaser.  In  Hare 
T.  Waring  (6),  where  the  certificates  tendered  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  the  defendant  did  not  contain  the  names  of  the 
plaintiffs  as  original  proprietors,  nor  had  they  any  indorse- 
ment of  transfer  to  them,  it  was  held  that  such  certificates 
were  insu£Bicient,  inasmuch  as  they  did  not  shew  a  title 
in  the  plaintiff  to  convey  the  shares  under  the  act  of  par- 
liament. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pakke,  B. — ^There  were  two  questions  in  this  case, 
which  were  argued  a  few  days  ago,  on  shewing  cause 

(a)  2  Y.  &  C.  268 :  see  also  Bradley         (5)  3  M.  &  W.  362. 
T.  Holdiworth,  3  M.  &  W.  422. 
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Exch.  0/  Pka$t  against  a  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit.    Firsts  whether^  on  a 
^  '  ^    contract  by  the  defendant  to  buy  of  the  pLiintiff  some 

Humble  shares  in  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway^  the  law  implied 
Lamgstoic  a  promise  by  the  purchaser,  to  indemnify  the  Tendor 
against  all  subsequent  calls;  or  there  was  any  evidence  in 
the  case  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  promise  to  that  effect 
And  secondly,  whether  the  averment  in  the  dedaration, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  transfer,  which 
was  traversed  in  one  plea,  was  proved.  It  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  tendered  an  assignment,  in  the  form  required 
by  the  169th  section  of  the  act,  but  with  the  name  of  the 
assignee  in  blank,  which  was  not  objected  to,  and  no  other 
was  required.  The  second  objection  may  be  easily  dii- 
posed  of.  If  it  had  been  necessary,  in  order  to  support  the 
allegation  in  the  declaration,  to  prove  the  tender  of  a  valid 
conveyance,  this  would  not  have  been  sufficient :  but  it 
being  requisite  only  to  prove  a  readiness  to  transfer,  we 
think  there  was  sufficient  evidence  in  the  case  of  that 
readiness.  Little  reliance,  indeed,  was  placed  upon  thn 
objection.  The  other  was  more  strongly  insisted  upon. 
We  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
t^ase,  there  was  no  undertaking  implied  by  law,  to  indem- 
nify against  all  subsequent  calls,  nor  any  evidence  of  sock 
an  undertaking  in  point  of  fact.  On  the  20th  of  February 
1838,  the  contract  was  entered  into,  which  was  simply  aa 
agreement  by  the  plaintiff  to  sell,  and  the  defendant  to 
buy,  thirty  shares,  at  the  price  of  71.  5s.  per  share,  no 
time  being  specified  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase; 
nor  was  there  any  such  stipulation  in  the  contract  as  the 
conveyance  itself  would  have  contained  if  completed,  that 
is,  that  the  vendee  should  be  subject  firom  the  date  of  it, 
or  any  future  time,  to  the  conditions  upon  which  the 
vendor  held  them.  If  the  case  had  rested  upon  this  con- 
tract, the  situation  of  the  parties  would  have  been  this : — 
The  plaintiff,  after  shewing  a  good  title  to  the  defendant, 
would  have  had  a  right  to  call  upon  him  to  complete  his 
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purchase  in  a  reasonable  time^  by  preparing  a  deed  in  the  Steh,  of  PUat, 
statutory  form ;  and  if  the  defendant  had  done  so,  the  ^  1841.  ^ 
plaintiff  might  then  have  executed  it,  and  reqtured  the  Humble 
defendant  to  do  the  same,  and  to  deliyer,  or  attend  with  lamoston. 
him  to  deliver,  the  deed  to  the  Company,  that  a  memorial 
might  be  entered  into  and  indorsed  on  the  deed  of  transfer, 
pursuant  to  the  169th  section.  If  all  this  had  been  done, 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  no  longer  liable  to  any  call : 
if  the  defendant  had  refused  to  perform  his  part,  he  would 
have  subjected  himself  to  an  action  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  that  which  he  omitted  to  do ;  and  if,  in  consequence 
of  the  defendant's  breach  of  his  contract,  the  plaintiff  had 
been  obliged  to  pay  future  calls,  he  might  have  reoovered 
this  amount,  by  way  of  special  damage  for  the  defendant's 
breach  of  contract.  But  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  did  not 
pursue  the  course  which,  according  to  law,  he  ought  to  have 
idone.  The  defendant  appears  to  have  been  satisfied  with 
ihe  title,  and  both  the  plaintiff  and  he  to  have  been  con- 
tent, the  one  to  deliver,  and  the  other  to  accept,  a  transfer 
widi  the  name  of  the  vendee  in  blank ;  for  the  purpose,  no 
doubt,  of  the  defendant  selling  and  transferring  those 
«hares  to  another,  and  filling  in  the  name  of  some  subse- 
quent purchaser  from  himself;  <Mr,  more  probably,  of  hand- 
ing over  the  instrument  to  some  purchaser  from  himself, 
•on  receiving  the  price ;  for  the  shares  were  clearly  bought 
on  speculation.  On  this  occasion,  when  this,  probably  the 
customary  course,  was  adopted,  instead  of  that  which  the 
law,  in  the  absence  of  custom,  prescribes,  the  plaintiff 
might  have  insisted  that  he  would  not  deliver  such  a  blank 
conveyance  as  was  asked,  which  might  postpone  indefinitely 
the  actual  conveyance  to  a  vendee,  unless  the  defendant 
would  indemnify  him  against  all  intermediate  calls ;  and  if 
that  had  been  done,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  safe ; 
hot  this  he  omitted,  and  there  is  no  trace  of  any  evidence 
tif  Budi  a  contract  having  been  made  or  contemplated. 
The  truth  probably  is,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  think  of 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  this  future  liability  at  all^  or  if  he  did.  lie  thought  that  the 

^   ^  '  .    shares  would  be  sold,  after  a  new  call,  to  a  purchaser  who 

Humble      would  take  the  amount  into  consideration  in  filing  the 

Lamoston.     price,  and  pay  the  calls  to  the  Company  in  order  to  get 

the  transfer  completed. 

We  cannot  therefore  think  that  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant ever  contemplated  such  an  undertaking  as  the  declara- 
tion in  this  case  describes ;  and  that  the  evidence  does  not 
warrant  the  jury  in  drawing  an  inference  of  any  such 
engagement. 

Does  the  law  raise  any  such  contract  ?  We  think  it  does 
not.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  neglect  to  get  the  oonyeyance 
completed  and  the  transfer  entered,  becomes  a  trustee 
for  the  defendant  and  his  assigns,  and  receives  the  profits^ 
and  must  pay  the  outgoings ;  but  there  is  no  authority  for 
saying  that  the  law  makes  any  promise  by  a  cestui  x|ue 
trust  to  a  trustee,  simply  to  repay  all  that  the  trustee  may 
pay  on  his  own  account,  still  less  on  that  of  the  subse- 
quent cestui  que  trust. 

The  principle  of  the  case  of  Burnett  v.  Lj/nch  (a)  does 
not  apply.  The  assignee  of  a  lease  becomes  liable  to 
the  lessor  for  the  performance  of  all  the  covenants  which 
run  with  the  land,  and  the  lessee  is  also  liable,  in  the 
nature  of  a  surety  as  between  himself  and  the  assignee,  for 
the  performance  of  the  same  covenants,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  his  interest  as  assignee ;  the  consequence  v^ 
that  a  duty  is  imposed  on  the  assignee  at  common  law 
to  perform  the  covenants  during  that  time,  for  which  an 
action  on  the  case  will  lie.  But  here  the  defendant  con- 
tracts no  liability  at  all  with  the  Company,  so  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  a  surety  for  him ;  and  if  there  were  any 
analogy  between  the  two  cases,  the  defendant's  implied 
promise  would  only  be  to  indemnify  against  such  calls  as 
should  be  made  whilst  he  should  be  beneficially  interestedi 
so  that  the  promise  in  the  declaration,  which  is  to  indem- 


{a)  5  B.  &  C.  589. 
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nify  against  aU  fixture  calls^  is  too  large,  and  no  amend-  Btek.  of  FUas, 

1  Ail 
ment  could  make  it  good,  as  none  of  the  calls,  the  subject     ^   ^      ^ 

of  this  action,  seem  to  have  been  made  until  after  the       Humble 

defendant  himself  had  parted  with  the  shares.  Langston. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  action  will  not 

fie,  and  the  rule  must  be  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Rule  absolute. 


Maghee  and  Wife  v.  CNeil. 

DJan,  27. 
£BT  for  money  lent  by  the  female  plaintiff  to  the  wife  A  veriMi  ac- 

of  the  defendant  before  their  respective  marriages,  and  by*the*debior, 

on  an  account  stated.     Fleas,  nunquam  indebitatus,  and  ''^^^^""^^ije 

the  statute  of  limitations.     At  the  trial    before  Lord  part  payment  of 

•r\  ....  ■  debt,  is  not 

Denman^  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Flintshire  assizes,  it  appeared  luffident  to 

that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  £40,  the  balance  out*of  Ae^u- 

of  a  sum  of  £50,  alleged  to  have  been  lent  by  the  female  ^^  ofiimita- 

plaintiff  to  the  defendant's  wife,  who  was  her  sister,  more 

than  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

For  the  purpose  of  taking  the  case  out  of  the  statute 

of  limitations,  the  plaintiffs  called  a  person  named  Cain, 

who  proved,  that  about  two  years  ago  the  defendant's  wife 

requested  him  to  go  with  her  to  the  Savings'  Bank  at 

Holywell,  in  order  to  draw  out   £10,  for  the  purpose 

of  paying  that  sum  to   her  sister,  in  part  discharge  of 

£50,  which  she  said  her  sister  had  lent  her  several  years 

befo;e.    The  witness  went  with  her  accordingly,  but  in 

consequence  of  her  having  brought  a  wrong  book,  they  did 

not  obtain  the  money.     About  a  week  afterwards,  Cain 

saw  her  again,  when  she  told  him  she  had  taken  out  the 

£10  from  the  bank,  and  had  paid  it  to  her  sister.     It  was 

objected  for  the  defendant,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of 

fFillis  v.  NewfuLfn  (a),  that  a  part  payment,  to  defeat  the 

(a)  3  Y.  &  J.  518. 

VOL.  VII.  0  0  M,  W. 
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Arei.  rf  PUai,  Operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  conld  not  be  proved 
}^2^  merely  by  the  parol  declaration  of  the  debtor.  Waters  v. 
Tompkins  (a)  was  also  referred  to.  The  Lord  Chief  Jostice 
thought  the  case  was  taken  out  of  the  statute,  and  under 
his  direction  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages 
£40,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit. 

Jervis  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  citing 
Willis  V.  NewfuLtn,  Waters  v.  Tompkins,  Trentham  v.  Deve* 
riU  {b),  and  Bayley  v.  Ashton  (c), 

Hayes  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14, 
8.  1,  which  provides  that  no  acknowledgment  or  promise 
by  words  only  shall  be  sufficient  to  take  any  case  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  unless  it  be 
contained  in  some  writing  to  be  signed  by  the  party 
chargeable  thereby,  at  the  same  time  expressly  provides 
"  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  alter  or  take  away 
or  lessen  the  effect  of  any  payment  of  any  principal  or 
interest  made  by  any  person  whatsoever.^'  The  case  of 
WilUs  V.  Newham  imdoubtedly  decided,  that  part  payment 
of  the  debt  could  not  be  proved  by  the  mere  verbal  admis- 
sion of  the  debtor :  and  the  decision  in  Bayley  v.  Ashton,  in 
which  an  unsigned  entry  made  by  the  defendant  was  held 
equally  inadmissible  for  the  same  purpose,  proceeded  on 
the  authority  of  that  case.  But  there  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
says — "  If  I  were  called  upon  for  the  first  time  to  put  a 
construction  upon  this  act  of  Parliament,  I  should  be 
inclined  to  say,  that  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  by  pro- 
mise is  one  kind  of  evidence,  payment  another ;  and  that 
the  act,  while  it  restricted  the  proof  of  the  former,  left 
payment  to  be  proved  as  any  other  fact  may  be  proved. 


(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  723.  (b)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  397;  4  Scott,  138. 

(c)  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  376 ;  4  P.  &  D.  204. 
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But  in  two  cases^  the  Court  of  Exchequer  has  decided  Exeh.  tf  Pleas, 
differently/'  It  is  clear  that  although  the  Court  hesitated  .•  ^  ^ 
to  overrule  the  cases  ahready  decided,  they  did  not  approve  Maghbb 
of  their  principle.  And  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  in  cneil. 
error  in  supposing  that  this  Court  had  in  ttvo  cases  de- 
cided differently,  for  Waters  v.  Tompkins  proceeded  on 
grounds  totally  independent  of  Willis  v.  Newham,  and  in 
no  degree  confirmed  its  authority.  Parke,  B.,  there  says 
— "  On  the  first  perusal  of  this  clause,  (9  Greo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  1), 
it  would  seem  that  the  proviso  takes  the  case  of  part  pay- 
ment of  principal,  or  payment  of  interest,  out  of  the  opera* 
tion  of  the  statute  altogether;  and  therefore  that  these 
facts  would  not  only  have  the  same  effect,  but  might  be 
proved  exactly  in  the  same  way  that  they  would  have 
been  if  the  act  had  not  passed,  and  consequently  by  the 
defendant's  parol  admission ;  which  species  of  proof  of  a 
simple  fact  is  not  exposed  to  the  same  degree  of  danger  as 
attended  the  admission  of  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt 
itself.''  His  Lordship  then  states  the  decision  in  WilUs  v. 
Newham,  and  adds — ''This  construction  of  the  act  cer- 
tainly extends  the  remedy,  and  obviates  the  mischief  to  be 
guarded  against,  in  a  greater  degree  than  the  words  taken 
in  their  ordinary  sense  vould  do.  But  if  part  payment, 
or  payment  of  interest,  is  proved  in  any  legal  mode,  and 
not  by  admission  only,  this  case  is  no  authority  that  such 
proof  is  not  sufficient ....  The  reason  why  the  effect  of 
such  a  payment  is  not  lessened  by  the  act  is,  that  it  is  not 
a  mere  acknowledgment  by  words,  but  is  coupled  with 
a  fact."  [Parke,  B. —  Waters  v.  Tompkins  was  certainly 
no  confirmation  of  Willis  v.  Newham^  The  latter  case, 
therefore,  was  the  only  decision  (before  Bayley  v.  Jshion) 
in  which  the  proof  of  payment  by  the  parol  admission  of 
the  defendant  was  held  insufficient :  and  it  is  for  the  Court 
now  to  consider  whether  it  can  be  sustained  on  any  legitii^ 
mate  principle  of  construction.  The  fact  of  the  payment 
may  clearly  be  proved  by  the  parol  evidence  of  a  third 

oo2 
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Etch,  tf  Pkas^  penon :  Tippets  v.  Heane  {a).     Treniham  v.  DeveriU  is  no 

authority  against  the  plaintiffs:  there  the  only  question 
was,  whether  a  memorandum  made  by  the  witness  at  the 
time  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  tend  of 
payment,  the  witness  not  being  able  otherwise  to  recollect 
the  fact. 

But  even  admitting  the  case  of  Willis  t.  Newham  to  be 
law,  it  certainly  ought  not  to  be  carried  any  farther ;  and 
the  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  it,  because  here 
the  parol  admission  is  coupled  with  the  other  contempo- 
raneous circumstances  stated  in  the  evidence  of  Cain, 
which  go  to  prove  the  fact  of  payment.  The  jury  had  a 
right  to  decide,  upon  all  the  facts  taken  together,  whether 
they  satisfied  them  that  the  payment  had  been  made. 

Jervis  and  Webby,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^This  case  is 
in  no  respect  distinguishable  from  Willis  v.  Newham.  The 
circumstances  referred  to  on  the  other  side  had  no  connexion 
whatever  with  the  admission  o{  payment,  but  occurred  a 
week  before,  at  a  time  when  no  payment  had  been  made,  but 
the  woman  merely  made  a  verbal  admission  of  the  existence 
of  the  debt,  and  expressed  an  intention  to  pay  money  on 
account  of  it.  How  can  the  verbal  admission  of  the  debt, 
which,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  statute,  can  have  no 
effect,  be  brought  in  aid  of  the  verbal  admission  of  part 
payment?  The  case  stands,  therefore,  altogether  upon 
that  admission,  and  is  identical  with  Willis  v.  Newham, 
And  even  though  the  Court  may  entertain  doubts  whether 
that  case  was  rightly  decided,  they  will  not  overrule  it, 
recognised  as  its  authority  has  been  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Bay  ley  v.  Ashton,  which  even  carried  the  principle 
frirther.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  Court  were  mis- 
led, in  that  case,  into  a  supposition  that  WVUs  v.  Newham 
had  been  expressly  confirmed  in  Waters  v.  T\nnpkins;  but 

(a)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  252. 
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that  is  not  so;  for  aUhough  Lord  Denman  appears  to  have  BmcH,  of  PkoM^ 
supposed  that  such  was  the  case,  both  Littledak,  J.,  and 
Patteson,  J.,  were  evidently  aware  of  the  extent  of  the 
decision  in  Waters  y.  Tompkins^  and  that  there  was  in'that 
case  independent  proof  of  the  fact  of  payment*  But 
farther,  the  Stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  1,  may  well  be  read  so  as 
to  support  the  decision  in  WiUiB  v.  Newham ;  the  proviso 
as  to  part  payment  being  referred  to  the  case  of  Joint  cati' 
tractors,  which  is  provided  for  in  the  clause  immediately 
preceding.  The  statute  having  provided  that  no  joint 
contractor  should  lose  the  benefit  of  its  enactments,  so  as 
to  be  chargeable  even  upon  a  written  acknowledgment  or 
promise  made  by  his  co-contractor,  the  proviso  is  then 
introduced  to  save  the  operation  oipari  payment  by  a  joint 
contractor;  which  has,  accordingly,  since  the  statute  as  be- 
fore, been  held  8u£Bicient  to  charge  his  co-contractors  {a). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — If  this  question  were  res  Integra, 
I  should  certainly  say  that  the  mode  of  payment  of  prin- 
cipal or  interest  was  left  by  Lord  Tenterden's  act  to  be 
proved  as  at  common  law.  But  we  are  not  sitting  here  as 
a  Court  of  error,  and  the  cases  which  have  been  referred 
to  compel  us  to  say  that  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
My  impression  however  is,  that  the  act  of  Parliament  has 
been  pressed  beyond  its  intention.  The  best  way  always 
18  to  adhere  to  the  words  of  a  statute. 

Parks,  B. — ^The  case  of  Willis  v.  Newham  is  expressly  in 
point,  and  that  of  Bayley  v.  Ashton  is  even  stronger  than  the 
present  case.  My  feeling  certainly  is,  that  those  decisions 
have  gone  too  far ;  but  sitting  as  we  do,  with  a  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction  only,  we  cannot  overrule  the  judgment  of  the 
Ckrart  of  Queen's  Bench.    And  although  Lord  Denman^s 

(a)  See  Chamett  v.  DUchbum,  5  M.  &  W.  494,  and  the  cases  there 
(dfted. 
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Sxeh.  of  Pleat,  judgment  in  Bayley  v.  Ashton  seenu  to  have  been  pro- 
'  nounced  under  an  impression  that  Waters  v.  Tompkins  had 
confirmed  the  authority  of  Willis  y.  Newham,  the  oth^ 
judges  appear  to  have  had  their  attention  drawn  to  the 
terms  of  the  decision  in  that  case.  We  are  not  to  pro- 
nounce our  judgment  here  as  a  Court  of  error.  The 
plaintiff  may^  if  he  chooses^  commence  a  fresh  action,  and 
may  then  have  the  opinion  of  a  Court  of  error  upon  the 
question.  If  it  comes  before  us  in  that  shape,  I  shall 
then  hold  myself  fully  at  liberty  to  consider  it  independ- 
ently of  the  cases ;  but  in  the  present  state  of  the  law 
upon  the  subject^  I  think  we  cannot  refuse  to  make  this 
rule  absolute. 

Alderson,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  nonsuit. 


Moore  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Tompkins,  a  Bankrapt, 

V,  Phillipps,  Esq. 

Jan.  29.        m 

Theiut.2&8  XHIS  was  an  action  of  trover  against  the  sheriff  of 
does  not  apply'  Herefordshire,  to  which  he  pleaded,  that  a  writ  of  fieri 
!u^.*^^^!!!^!  facias  was  directed  to  him  as  such  sheriff,  commanding 

tbe  assignees  in  '  o 

bankruptcy       tim  to  Icvy  a  Certain  sum  on  the  goods  and  chattels 

were  appointed  .  /  ▼▼ 

before  its  pass-  of  the  Said  Hciiry  Tompkins,  by  virtue  of  which  writ, 
^^'  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  H.  Tompkins,  and  before 

the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  of  April,  1839, 
the  defendant  took  in  execution  the  goods  and  chattels  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  sold  them :  that  on  the  4th 
of  May,  1839,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  said 
H.  Tompkins,  under  which  he  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  20th  of  June,  1839,  were 
appointed  his  assignees ;  that  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias 
so  issued  against  the  said  H.  Tompkins,  was  bon&  fide 


■^ 
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issued;  and  levied  I7  the  defendant^  before  the  date  and  Sieh.  0/  pieas, 
issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  that  neither  the  execution  creditor     ^   ^^^*  ^ 
nor  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  executing  and  levying        Moorb 
the  same,  had  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  com-     phillipps. 
mitted  by  the  said  Henry  Tompkins. 

Replication,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  appointed  assig- 
nees of  the  said  H.  Tompkins,  and  that  the  defendant 
committed  the  grievances  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
before  the  passing  of  the  statute  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  29. — ^Ve- 
rification. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder. — The  point  marked  for 
argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was,  that  the  stat. 
2  &  8  Vict.  c.  29,  was  retrospective,  and  gave  the  law  to 
this  case. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (a). — The  ob- 
ject of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29  was  to  destroy  altogether 
the  doctrine  of  relation,  by  which  the  title  of  the  assig- 
nees, having  reference  back  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
would  defeat  a  bona  fide  execution  levied  afterwards, 
although  before  the  fiat.  The  first  case  in  which  a  con- 
struction was  put  upon  the  statute,  was  that  of  Edmorub 
T.  Lawley  (6).  That  case  differs  firom  the  present,  because 
there  the  fiat  issued  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  although 
the  execution  was  levied  before  it.  Parke,  B.,  there  says — 
**  If  in  this  case  a  fiat  had  issued,  and  assignees  had  been  ap- 
pointed before  the  passing  of  the  act,  they  would  have  had 
a  vested  right  to  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  from  the  time 
of  the  seizure,  and  it  would  have  been  unjust  to  construe 
the  act  so  as  to  defeat  that  right/'  But  in  a  subsequent 
case  of  Luckin  v.  Simpson  (c),  where  the  fiat  did  issue,  and 
the  assignees  were  appointed,  before  the  passing  of  the  act, 
the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  nevertheless  held  that  it  had 

(fl)  Jan.  20,  before  Lord  Abin-  (b)  6  M.  &  W.  285. 

ger,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Gumey,  B.,  (c)  6  Biiig.  N.  C.  353. 

and  Boffe,  B. 


..-4 


688  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER, 

EsA.  rf  Pkat,  a  retrospective  operation  to  protect  an  execation  boni  fide 
-  levied  after  the  act  of  bankruptcjr,  without  notice*  [Parke, 
MooEE  B. — I  doubt  whether  the  Court  were  aware,  in  that  case, 
Fhillifps.  that  the  appointment  of  the  assignees  was  before  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act,  I  know  from  personal  communication  with 
them,  that  they  had  not  taken  into  consideration,  that  the 
effect  of  holding  the  statute  to  apply  to  such  a  case  would 
be  to  take  away  from  the  assignees  property  which  had 
already  vested  in  them,  and  which  perhaps  they  had  actu- 
ally distributed  among  the  creditors.]  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says — 
''We  are  of  opinion,  looking  at  the  words  of  the  statute, 
that  it  gives  the  law  to  all  cases  that  come  for  adjudication 
before  the  Court,  where  the  execution  was  executed  before 
the  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  whether  the  transaction  brought 
before  the  Court  took  place  before  or  after  the  passing  of 
the  statute/'  In  Nelsirop  v.  Scarisbrick  (a),  the  fiat  was 
levied  before,  but  the  assignees  were  not  appointed  until 
after,  the  passing  of  the  act :  but  this  Court  expressed  their 
full  concurrence  with  the  decision  in  Luckm  v.  Simpmm. 
Lord  Abimger,  C.  B.,  says — ''  I  go  the  fuU  length  of  the 
doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  •  • . . 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  proper  construction  of  this  act 
is,  that  tn  aU  cases  where  the  execution  creditor  bon&  fide 
issues  and  levies  his  execution,  and  a  sale  of  the  goods 
takes  place,  before  any  of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy, 
that  execution  and  sale  are  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  s 
previous  act  of  bankruptcy,  of  which  he  had  notice.^' 
Alderson,  B.  also  expressed  his  opinion  that  the  Court  was 
bound  by  the  decision  in  Luckin  v.  Simpson.  Li  truth,  ths 
effect  of  the  doctrine  of  relation,  which  this  act  was  in- 
tended entirely  to  destroy  except  in  cases  of  fraud,  was  to 
devest  rights  which  were  otherwise  vested.  The  executicm 
creditor  would  have  had  a  vested  interest  but  for  the  con- 
struction put  upon  the  bankruptcy  acts. 

(a)  6  M!  &  W.  684. 
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Erie  appeared  to  support  the  replication,  but  E^ek,  of  pietu^ 

1841. 

Lord  Abinoer^   C.  B.,  said — ^The  inclination  of  the        Moorb 

If, 

Court   is  to  decide  with  the  plaintiffs,  but  we  think  we     Phillipps. 
ought  first  to  consult  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas.    If  they  agree  with  us  in  opinion,  we  shall  not 
call  on  Mr.  Erie;  if  they  still  entertain  any  doubt,  we  shall 
hear  him. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — In  this  case  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  is,  that  the  statute  is  not  retrospective,  so  as  to  affect 
rights  vested  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  That  was  our 
opinion  during  the  argument  of  my  brother  Shee,  and  we 
still  retain  that  opinion.  As  to  the  case  of  Luckin  v.  Simp" 
son,  we  have  consulted  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleas,  and  they  have  stated  to  us  (and  indeed  it  sufficiently 
appears  from  the  report),  that  the  fact  of  the  appointment 
of  assignees  having  been  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  act, 
either  did  not  exist,  or  was  not  represented  to  the  Court; 
and  that  if  it  had,  they  should  have  been  of  the  same 
opinion  as  we  are,  that  the  statute  does  not  apply,  where 
it  would  operate  to  defeat  rights  antecedently  vested  in 
the  assignees.  The  judgment  must  therefore  be  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas, 
1841. 

MaBEBLY  V.  TiTTERTON. 
Jan.  29.        fr^ 

W'here  a  con-  X  HIS  wos  an  Bction  of  BssBult  and  false  imprisonment 
ed  under*  the  against  the  defendant^  who  was  a  constable  for  the  borough 
TOratioTA^^'"  ^^  Cambridge,  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  Municipal 
5&6  Will.  4.     Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  s.  76  (a) :  to  which  the 

c  76|  8.  70|  18 

sued  for  an  act  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  (by  statute).  The  defend- 
erclse^of  hfsgel  But  had  taken  the  plaintiff  into  custody  for  an  alleged 
nerai  duty  a8  a   bj^^jji  Qf  ^he  pcBce.    After  uotice  of  trial,  the  plaintiff 

constable,  and  *  *  r 

the  plaintiff dis-  discontinued. 

continues,  the 
defendant  is  en- 
titled to  double       Gunning  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  suggestion 

costs  under  the     ^       _  _ 

21  Jac  1,  c  12,  for  double  costs,  under  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  12,  s.  5, 

8.  5,  and  not 
merely  to  costs 

as  between  at-  Bt/les  shcwed  CBUsc. — The  defendant  is  a  constable 
enV*  under  the"  appointed  uudcr  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tl^  ^  ^Jl^  *'  ^  tion  Act.     He  is  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  double  costs 

76, 8. 133.  '  ' 

under  the  statute  of  James,  but  only  to  costs  as  between 
attorney  and  client,  under  the  133rd  section  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act  (i).    The  defence  to  the  action  rests 


(a)  Which  enables  the  watch 
committee  of  any  borough  from 
time  to  time  to  appoint  a  suflScient 
number  of  fit  men,  who  shall  be 
sworn  in  before  some  justice  of 
the  peace,  having  jurisdiction  with- 
in the  borough,  to  act  as  consta- 
bles for  preserving  the  peace  by 
day  and  by  night,  and  prevent- 
ing robberies  and  other  felonies,  and 
apprehending  offenders  against  the 
peace:  "and  the  men  so  sworn 
shall  not  only  within  such  borough, 
but  also  within  the  county  in  which 
such  borough  or  part  thereof  shall 
be  situate,  and  also  within  every 
county  being  within  seven  miles  of 
any  part  of  such  borough,  and  also 
within  aU  liberties  in   any  such 


county,  have  all  such  powers  and 
privileges,  and  be  liable  to  all  such 
duties  and  responsibilities^  as  any 
constable  duly  appointed  now  has, 
or  hereafter  may  have,  within  bis 
constablewick,  by  virtue  of  the 
common  law  of  this  realm,  or  of 
any  statutes  made  or  to  be  made, 
and  shall  obey  aU  such  lawful  com- 
mands as  they  may  from  time  to 
time  receive  from  any  of  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace,  having  juris- 
diction within  such  borough  or 
within  any  county  in  which  thef 
shall  be  called  on  to  act  as  consta- 
bles, for  conducting  themselves  in 
the  execution  of  their  office." 

(b)  Which  enacts,  "  that  all  ac- 
tions and  prosecutions  to  be  com- 
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upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant^  at  the  time  of  the  Exch,  of  PUas, 
assault  complained  of,  was  acting  in  the  execution  of  his     .    *^  *  ^ 
duty,  as  a  constable  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  that      Mabkrlt 
act.    At  all  events,  a  suggestion  is  not  necessary :  Finlay     titterton. 
V.  Seatm  (a),  Wells  y.  Ody  (ft),  Fosbrooke  v.  Holt  {c).    The 
plaintiff  is  thereby  saddled  with  the  additional  costs  of  this 
application,   which  also  will  be  doubled.     The  Master 
might  have  taxed  the  double  costs  upon  the  affidavits, 
without  any  order  of  the  Court. 

Gunrdnff,  contra. — It  is  true  that  the  defendant  was 
appointed,  under  the  provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  but, 
by  the  express  words  of  the  act,  as  soon  as  he  was  ap- 
pointed, he  had  all  the  privileges  of  a  constable  appointed 
at  common  law :  and  the  act  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff 
was  not  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  133rd  section,  but  in  the  execution  of 
his  general  duty  as  a  constable.  Secondly,  it  is  the  usual 
practice  to  enter  a  suggestion  in  cases  like  the  present.  In 
Finlay  v.  Seaton,  the  cause  had  been  tried,  and  the  defend- 
ant had  had  a  verdict.  Here  the  Master  has  not,  without 
some  rule  of  the  Court,  any  materials  for  taxing  the  costs 
otherwise  than  in  the  ordinary  manner.  The  rule  for  a 
discontinuance  is  matter  ex  parte.  In  Fosbrooke  v.  Holt^ 
the  rule  was  disposed  of  on  the  groimd  that  the  plaintiff 
had  already  offered  to  pay  the  double  costs.  Mr.  Tidd  (rf) 
states  the  rule  to  be,  that  wherever  it  does  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  record  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the 

menced  against  any  person  for  any  ment  shall  be  given  against  the 

thing  done  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  plaintiff,  the  defendant  shall  reco- 

ahall  be  laid  and  tried  in  the  county  ver  his  full  costs  as  between  attor- 

•  where  the  fact  was  committed,  &c.  ney  and  client/'  &c. 
&c. :  and  if  a  verdict  shall  pass  for  (a)  1  Taunt.  210. 

the  defendant,  or  the  plaintiff  shall  (6)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  184. 

become  nonsuit,  or  discontinue  any  (c)  1  M.  &  W.  205. 

■uch  action  after  issue  joined,  or  if         (d)  Tidd.  Pr.  988. 
upon  demurrer  or  otherwise  judg- 
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E^eh.  of  PUoi,  benefit  of  the  act^  the  proper  mode  is  to  apply  to  the  Court 
^    ^^^'  ^    on  affidavit  for  leave  to  enter  a  suggestion. 

Mabk&lt 

TiTTSATox.       Lord  Abingbb,  C.  B. — ^There  are  two  questions  in  this 
case ;  first,  what  costs  the  defendant  is  entitled  to ;  and 
secondly,  whether  this  is  a  proper  application.     If  the 
defendant  was  acting  in  pursuance  of  the  Municipal  Cor« 
poration  Act,  that  act  would  also  govern  his  title  to  costs : 
but  as  it  makes  him  a  constable,  with  all  the  privileges 
belonging  to  the  office  at  common  law,  the  statute  of 
James  applies  to  all  cases  in  which  he  is  acting  in  the 
exercise  of  his  common-law  authority,  and  entitles  him  in 
such  cases  to  double  costs.    That  appears  to  have  been 
the  case  here.    We  cannot  give  full  effect  to  the  76th  sec* 
tion,  unless  we  interpret  it  to  mean,  that  whatever  the 
constable  does  by  virtue  of  his  general  authority  as  sudi, 
shall  have  all  the  protection  thrown  round  it  by  the  law. 
Then,  as  to  the  other  point,  this  is  a  case  in  which  the 
plaintiff  has  discontinued,  and  there  is  no  judge  to  try  the 
cause,  and  grant  a  certificate  under  the  7  Jac.  1,  c.  5  :  the 
Court  alone  can  give  a  direction  on  the  subject.    Probably 
a  suggestion  is  not  necessary,  but  it  is  necessary  for  the 
Court  to  give  some  direction.     We  think,  therefore,  that 
there  should  be  a  rule  directing  the  Master  to  tax  the 
defendant  his  double  costs,  without  taxing  the  costs  of  this 
rule. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  rule  asks  for  too  much,  because  a  sug- 
gestion is  not  necessary  in  this  case.  A  suggestion  on  the 
record  is  necessary  only  where  it  is  needed  for  the  purpose 
of  reconciling  some  contradiction  which  would  otherwise 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  record.  It  is  required  where  the 
burthen  of  costs  is  to  be  shifted,  as  where  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  proceeded  in  a  Court  of  Bequests :  but  the 
same  reason  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  double  costs,  be- 
cause it  never  appears  on  the  record  whether  the  costs  are 
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double  or  treble.    I  entirely  agree,  therefore,  with  the  Exeh.  of  piea$, 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Ftnlay  v.  Seaton,     ^  ^^^'  ^ 
that  a  suggestion  in  cases  tmder  statutes  of  this  nature  is      Mabbrly 
not  necessary.    The  rule,  therefore,  asks  for  too  much:     titte'rton. 
but  as  it  is  proper  that  there  should  be  some  authoritatiye 
document  on  which  the  Master  should  act  in  taxing  the 
double  costs,  I  think  there  should  be  a  rule  in  the  terms 
stated  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron.    As  to  the  other  point,  I 
entirely  agree  with  him  as  to  the  construction  of  the  Mu- 
nicipal Corporation  Act.     The  76th  section  gives  to  con- 
stables appointed  under  that  act  all  the  authorities  and 
privileges  of  constables  at  common  law. 

Alberson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  statute 
of  James  applies  to  all  constables,  however  appointed.  The 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  gives  a  particular  form  of 
appointment,  but  entitles  the  party  to  do  all  that  constables 
might  do  at  common  law.  It  foUows  that  he  is  entitled  to 
the  protection  of  the  statute  of  James.  If  indeed  his 
authority  were  limited  to  particular  matters,  it  would  be 
different. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Pearce  v.  Swain. 

HJan,  29. 
EATON  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  dis-  A  distringas 

.  ,»  •  J  •      *i.-  J    11      1.  A.  J'  may  issue  after 

tringas  issued  in  this  cause,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  the  expiration 
should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity.    The  affidavits  from^thn^i^ 
stated,  that  the  original  writ  of  summons  issued  on  the  5th  o^  ^^^  ^"t  of 
of  July  last,  but  it  was  not  stated  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit      a  writ  of 
on  which  the  distringas  was  obtained,  that  any  attempt  JMriS^onthV 
had  been  made  to  serve  that  writ.    On  the  5th  of  Decem-  f^\P!  '"'y*  **"* 

it  Old  not  ap- 
pear whether 
any  attempt 
was  made  to  serve  it  or  not     On  the  5th  of  December,  an  alias  writ  of  sommons  was  sued  out, 
and  the  plaintiff  not  being  able  to  effect  service  of  it,  obtained  a  distringas,  as  for  non-appear- 
ance to  the  original  writ  of  summons : — Held,  that  the  distringas  was  not  irregular. 
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E*ek.  of  Pleat,  hcT,  an  alias  writ  of  summons  was  sued  out^  and  the  plain- 
*^^'  tiflf  having  been  unable  to  serve  the  defendant  with  this 
writ^  obtained  the  distringas^  in  which  it  was  stated  that 
the  goods  were  to  be  distrained  in  consequence  of  the  de- 
fendant's not  having  appeared  "  according  to  the  exigency 
of  a  ¥rrit  of  summons  bearing  teste  on  the  5th  day  of  July, 
1840/'  It  was  now  contended  that  the  distringas  was 
irregular,  having  been  obtained  upon  the  service  of  an 
alias,  which  was  not  a  continuation  of  the  first  writ ;  and 
that  it  should  have  stated  a  non-appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant to  the  second,  and  not  to  the  first  writ,  which  had 
ceased,  after  the  expiration  of  four  months  from  the  teste 
of  it,  to  have  any  operation. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  first  writ  of  summons  is  not 
absolutely  defunct  at  the  end  of  the  four  months,  but  is 
only  so  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  suspension  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  I  do  not  see  that  the  distringas  was 
irregular.  The  defendant  is  required  to  appear  to  the  first 
writ,  which  was  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  Indeed, 
for  aught  that  necessarily  appears  on  the  affidavits,  the  first 
writ  might  have  been  served. 

Parke,  B. — The  distringas  issues  in  consequence  of  the 
non-appearance  to  the  first  writ,  which  is  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  There  is  no  irregularity  in  that.  A  de- 
fendant may  appear  to  a  writ  after  the  expiration  of  the  four 
months.  And  it  is  now  settled  by  the  case  of  Norman  v. 
Winter  (a),  that  a  distringas  may  issue  and  bear  teste  after 
the  expiration  of  a  previous  writ  of  summons.  The  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  had  indeed  before  held  that  a  distrin- 
gas so  issued  was  irregular  (&),  but  they  were  afterwards 
satisfied  that  they  were  wrong,  and  in  Norman  v.  WMer 

(a)5Bing.N.C.279;7Scott,251.      N.  C.  478;  Lemom  v.  Lemom,  2 
lb)  See  AhhoiU  v.  KeUy,  3  Bing.      Scott,  506. 
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they  retracted  their  former  decision.    The  rule  as  now  sjtek,  of  pieas, 
established^  is  certainly  the  reasonable  one;  for  as  the     ^   ^^^'   ^ 
plaintiff  is  to  have  four  months  in  which  to  serve  his  writ^        Pearce 
and  the  attempt  to  serve  it  may  take  place  on  the  last  day        swain. 
of  the  four  months,  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  hold 
that  he  could  not  be  entitled  to  a  distringas  after  that  time. 

Aldebson,  B.J  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Spry  v.  Brompield. 


Jan,  30. 


1  HE  following  case  was  sent  by  his  Honour  the  Vice-  A  testator  de- 

▼ised  his  real 

Chancellor,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  estates  at  B., 

Philip  Bromfield,  late  of  Rope  Hill,  in  the  parish  of  ef^e  of  hts" 
Boldre,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  deceased,  was  at  the  ^^f®*  ^o/;  ^•»  , 

'     .       .  ^  ,      ,  .  "but  at  his  death 

time  of  signing  and  publishing  his  last  will  and  testament  the  whole  to  be 

hereinafter  set  forth,  and  thenceforth  down  to  and  at  the  ^n'd  children/ 

time  of  his  death,  seised  in  fee  simple  of  certain  estates  *Jj5ji7en*^ at  the 

situate  and  being  in  the  said  parish  of  Boldre,  and  called  death  of  their 

1  "II  i»    1      T»  TT'ii  «  1  1     •         mother,  should 

or  known  by  the  name  of  the  Rope  Hill  estate;  and  bemg  inherit  the  same 
so  seised,  duly  signed  and  published  his  last  will  and  ihelr UvMlwd 
testament  in  writing,  executed  and  attested  as  was  then  '^^l*f  ■****^    ,^ 

^'  ^  ^  children  should 

by  law  required  for  passing  freehold  estates  by  devise,  die  before  they 
bearing  date  the  14th  of  February,  1799,   and  thereby  age  of  21,  the 
gave  and  devised  as  follows  (that  is  to  say) :— « To  my  [hl^^th;";,^^^^^^^ 
executors  in  trust,  who  shall  hereafter  be  named,  I  give  all  «)»o«w  g©  to  H. 

'  ^       ®  S.,  and  to  the 

my  estates  real  and  personal,  monies  in  the  fimds,  out-  use  and  bene6t 

standing  debts  due  to  me,  and  all  other  chattels,  goods,  children."  j.  B. 

and  effects  whatsoever  I  may  die  possessed  of,  to  be  dis-  ^  fivc^hud- 

posed  of  by  them  as  follows : — To  my  wife  Celia  Bromfield  >*"»  o°e  of 

whom  died  in 

I  give  all  my  real  estates,  houses  and  lands,  furniture,  the  lifetime  of 

the  testator, 
another  died 
after  his  death  under  21,  and  a  third  attained  21  and  died  unmarried  and  intestate.  The  two 
Bunriving  children,  after  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow,  and  of  their  parents,  executed  a  dis* 
position  under  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  74,  for  barring  all  remainders  in  the  eslates  at  B. : — Heldf 
that  these  two  children  took  an  estate  in  fee-simple,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  the  estates  in 
question. 
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Exek.  of  Pf$at,  plate^  books^  clothes^  and  linen,  for  her  sole  vae  and  bene- 
^^^'  ^  fit  as  long  as  she  shall  live ;  and  within  one  year  after  my 
death  I  give  the  following  legacies  [stating  them].  I 
charge  my  estates  at  Lymington  and  Boldre^  real  and  per- 
sonal, with  a  rent-charge  of  jE50  per  annnm  to  my  sister 
Mary  Bromfield,  of  Lymington,  to  be  paid  to  her  half- 
yearly  during  her  life  by  my  wife ;  and  after  her  decease 
(if  my  sister  outlives  her),  the  said  rent-chai^  to  be  conti- 
nued to  my  said  sister  for  the  term  aforesaid,  by  whoever 
may  possess  my  houses,  lands,  and  estate  in  Boldre  parish: 
and  at  and  after  the  decease  of  my  wife,  I  give  my  houses, 
lands,  and  estates  in  the  parish  of  Boldre  to  my  cousin,  the 
Bev.  John  Bromfield,  subject  to  the  rent-charge  above 
mentioned,  but  at  his  death  the  whole  shall  be  for  the  use 
of  the  said  John  Bromfield's  wife  and  children;  and  which 
children,  at  the  death  of  their  mother,  shall  inherit  the 
same  jointly  during  their  lives;  and  if  the  said  children 
shall  die  before  they  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  I  will 
that  my  houses  and  estate  in  the  parish  of  Boldre  go  to 
the  Bev.  Himie  Spry,  and  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  him 
and  his  children/'  And  after  bequeathing  a  few  spe- 
cific legacies,  the  testator  appointed  his  wife.  Sir  Giles 
Booke  (then  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas),  and  William  Forsteen,  executrix  and  executors  of 
his  will. 

The  testator  departed  this  life  in  the  said  year  1799, 
without  having  altered  or  revoked  his  said  will,  leaving 
the  Bev.  John  Himie  Spry,  D.D.,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit, 
(in  the  said  will  called  the  Bev.  Himie  Spry)  his  heir  at  law, 
and  the  will  was  proved  by  his  widow  and  William  Forsteen 
in  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court.  The  said  Celia  Brom- 
field, the  widow  of  the  testator,  entered  into  the  possession 
of  the  devised  estates  in  the  parish  of  Boldre  npon  or  soon 
after  the  testator's  death,  and  continued  in  such  possession 
down  to  her  death  in  1831.  The  said  Bev.  John  Brom- 
field and  Ann  his  wife,  named  in  the  will,  had  five  children, 
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namely^  Henry  John  Bromfield,  (who  died  an  infant  in  Bxch.  of  PUat, 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator),  Eliza  Bromfield,  Oeorgiana  ^^^' 
Bromfield,  Lanra  Bromfield,  and  William  Arnold  Brom* 
field.  Eliza,  G^rgiana,  and  Laura  Bromfield  were  all  bom 
in  the  testator^s  lifetime,  and,  together  with  their  parents, 
were  all  living  at  the  respective  times  of  his  making  his 
will,  and  of  his  death.  William  Arnold  Bromfield  was 
bom  in  1801.  The  said  Rev.  John  Bromfield  died  in  the 
year  1801,  intestate,  leaving  the  said  Ann  Bromfield  his 
widow,  and  his  four  last-named  children,  him  surviving. 
The  said  Oeorgiana  Bromfield,  one  of  the  said  children, 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  Laura,  another 
child,  died  under  that  age;  and  both  Oeorgiana  and 
Laura  died  without  having  been  married,  and  they  respec- 
tively left  the  said  Ann  Bromfield  their  mother,  and  the 
said  Eliza  Bromfield  and  William  Arnold  Bromfield,  their 
sister  and  brother,  them  surviving,  also  leaving  the  said 
William  Arnold  Bromfield  their  heir-at-law.  Oeorgiana 
Bromfield  did  not  execute  any  assurance  of  her  estate  or 
interest  in  the  Boldre  property,  which  she  might  be  held 
to  have  been  capable  of  conveying,  or  any  assurance  by 
which  a  joint  tenancy  might  have  been  severed.  The  said 
Ann  Bromfield  died  on  the  9th  of  May  1832,  intestate  as 
to  real  estate,  leaving  the  said  Eliza  Bromfield  and  WilUam 
Arnold  Bromfield  her  surviving,  and  the  said  William 
Arnold  Bromfield  was  and  is  her  heir-at-law.  The  said 
Eliza  Bromfield  and  William  Arnold  Bromfield  (who  are 
the  defendants  in  this  suit),  on  the  death  of  their  mother, 
entered  into  possession  of  the  entirety  of  the  said  devised 
estates  in  the  parish  of  Boldre,  claiming  under  the  said  will 
of  the  said  Philip  Bromfield,  and  have  ever  since  been  and 
still  are  in  possession  thereof.  Some  time  after  the  death 
of  the  said  Ann  Bromfield,  the  said  Eliza  and  William 
Arnold  Bromfield  duly  made  and  executed  a  disposition 
for  barring  all  estates  tail,  remainders,  and  reversions  in 
the  said  premises,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74, 

VOL.  VII.  p  p  M.  w. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  and  thereby  limited  the  use  to  themselves  and  their  heirs, 

^    ^  '   ^     as  tenants  in  common. 

Spry  On  the  26th  of  July  1838,  the  said  Dr.  John  Hume  Spry 

Bromfield.  filed  his  bill  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  against  the 
said  Eliza  Bromfield  and  William  Arnold  Bromfield,  setting 
forth  the  said  will,  and  the  several  facts  and  circumstances 
hereinbefore  stated,  and  also  stating  (amongst  other  things), 
that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  said  will, 
the  said  Eliza  Bromfield  and  William  Arnold  Bromfield 
were  joint  tenants  for  life  only  of  the  said  devised  estates 
in  the  parish  of  Boldre,  and  that  the  devise  or  limitation 
over  in  the  said  will  contained,  to  or  for  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  children,  in  case  the  children  of  the  said 
John  Bromfield  and  Ann  his  wife  should  die  before  they 
arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  having  become 
incapable  of  taking  effect,  the  reversion  in  fee  simple, 
immediately  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  said 
estates  for  life  of  the  said  Eliza  Bromfield  and  William 
Arnold  Bromfield,  had  become  absolutely  vested  in  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  testator ;  and  also 
alleging  divers  acts  of  waste,  and  praying  an  account  and 
injunction,  &c.  To  this  bill  the  defendants  filed  a  general 
demurrer  for  want  of  equity^  and  the  plaintiff  having  joined 
in  demurrer,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the 
Vice  Chancellor  on  the  12th  of  February  1839,  when  Us 
Honour  was  pleased  to  order  that  a  case  should  be  made 
out  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  this  Court,  and  that 
the  question  to  be  submitted  to  the  said  Court  should  be 
as  follows,  viz.  : — 

What  estate  do  the  defendants,  Eliza  Bromfield  and 
William  Arnold  Bromfield,  take  in  the  lands  at  Boldre, 
devised  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  Philip  Bromfield  ? 

The  points  of  argument  stated  for  the  plaintiff  were  the 
same  as  those  set  forth  in  the  bill.  The  defendant's  points 
were  as  follows : — 
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Firsts  that  the  Rev.  John  Bromfield  took  an  estate  tail,  Exeh.  rf  PUat, 
either  in  possession  or  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  life     ^   ^^^'   . 
estate  of  himself  and  his  wife,  which  estate  tail  descended         Spry 
on  the  defendant  William  Arnold  Bromfield  (a) :  or,  BaoMnELD. 

Secondly,  that  the  defendants  became,  in  the  events 
which  happened,  joint  tenants  for  their  lives,  with  several 
inheritances  in  fee-simple,  of  and  in  the  lands  at  Boldre. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Trinity  Term,  1839,  by 

Malins,  for  the  plaintifiP. — First,  the  children  of  John 
Bromfield  took,  under  this  wiU,  only  estates  for  life.  In 
order  to  determine  the  question  in  this  case,  the  Court 
must  look  at  the  general  frame  of  the  will.  The  first  ob* 
jects  of  the  testator^s  bounty  were  undoubtedly  the  family 
of  John  Bromfield,  to  a  certain  extent :  then,  in  a  certain 
event,  he  gives  the  estate  over  to  the  plaintiff.  That 
event  not  having  happened,  the  plaintiff  cannot  claim  un- 
der the  express  devise  to  him;  but  he  claims  the  reversion 
in  fee  expectant  on  the  life  estates  of  the  defendants,  as 
being  undisposed  of  by  the  will.  In  order  to  deprive  an 
heir-at-law  of  what  he  would  otherwise  take,  there  must 
be  words  used  sufficient  to  shew  a  plain  intention  in  the 
testator  to  give  it  to  another.  Here,  if  the  devise  had 
stopped  with  the  words,  ''at  his  death  the  whole  shall 
be  for  the  use  of  the  said  John  Bromfield^s  wife  and  chil- 
dren,'^— ^it  is  clear  they  would  have  taken  as  joint  tenants 
for  life  only.  Then  the  will  goes  on — "  and  which  children, 
at  the  death  of  their  mother," — shewing  that  she  was  to 
take  for  life  only, — "  shall  inherit  the  same  jointly  during 
their  lives.''  Thus  far,  also,  all  that  the  defendants  could 
rely  upon  to  shew  that  they  are  more  than  joint  tenants 
for  life,  is  the  word  inherit.  A  devise  in  remainder  to 
a  man  and  his  wife,  and  after  the  decease  to  their  children, 
they  having  children  at  the  date  of  the  will,  gives  only  an 

(a)  This  point  was  abandoned  on  the  argument 

pp  2 
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Exek.  of  puoM,  estate  for  life  to  the  parents^  with  remainder  to  their  chil- 
^^^'  ,  dren  for  life  :  Wild's  case  (a).  But  the  defendant  relies 
Spry  on  the  devise  over  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  children  under 
Bromfield.  twenty-one.  There  are  undoubtedly  cases  in  which  a  gift  to 
A.^  without  words  of  limitation^  and  if  he  die  under  a  cer- 
tain age^  then  over^  has  been  held  to  give  a  fee  by  implica- 
tion^  because  otherwise  the  words  of  the  devise  over  would 
be  unnecessary.  But  this  case  is  distinguishable  by  reason 
of  the  express  words  "jointly  during  their  lives.'*  There 
is  no  case  in  which  a  gift  to  A.,  far  Itfe,  with  a  devise  over 
in  a  particular  events  will  give  a  fee :  in  all  the  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  so  held,  the  original  devise  was 
unqualified  in  its  terms ;  as  in  Pur^fby  v.  Rogers  {b).  Doe  d. 
Bramstone  v.  HoJUday  {c).  Doe  d.  W^ht  v.  CundaU  {d).  But 
it  will  be  said  that  the  devise  may  be  made  consistent,  by 
giving  an  estate  to  the  children  of  John  Bromfield  as  joint 
tenants  for  life,  with  several  inheritances  in  fee ;  in  con- 
formity with  the  decision  of  this  Court  in  Doe  d.  IMtk' 
wood  V.  Green  {e).  But  the  cases  in  which  that  doctrine 
has  been  allowed  to  prevail,  have  all  rested  on  mudi 
stronger  ground  than  the  present.  The  first  and  principal 
of  them  is  that  of  Barker  v.  Giles  {g).  There  the  testator 
devised  his  lands  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  his  debts 
and  legacies,  and  the  surplus  money  to  be  laid  out  in  lands, 
and  settled  to  the  use  of  his  two  nephews,  and  the  survivor 
of  them,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike :  and  it  was 
held  that  they  were  joint  tenants  for  their  lives,  wiA 
sevend  inheritances.  But  there  there  were  apt  words  to 
create  a  joint  tenancy,  and  also  proper  words  to  raise  a 
tenancy  in  common.  In  Tkirkerman  v.  Jeoffrys  (A),  again, 
the  words  were — '^  to  J.  &  E.,  equally  to  be  divided  between 

(a)  6  Rep.  16  b.  (<?)  4  M.  &  W.  229. 

(6)  2  Saund.  388  a.  {3)  2  P.  Wms.  280;  9  Mod.  157. 

(c)  3  Burr.  1618.  {Ji)  Holt,  370. 

\d)  9  East,  400. 
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them  daring  their  lives,  and  after  the  death  of  them  two,  ^*«^*'  </  ^^^f 

.  1841. 

then  to  the  heirs  of  3"   So,  in  Doe  d.  Liitlewoodv.  Green, 

there  were  words  apt  for  the  creation  of  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon : — "  to  E.  O.  &  J.  P.,  equally  between  them,  to  take 
as  joint  tenants,  and  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever/*  and  but  for  the  introduction  of  these 
words,  they  would  clearly  have  been  joint  tenants  in  fee. 
The  rule  of  law  on  this  subject  is  stated  in  Litt.  s.  288. 
Here  there  are  no  words  firom  which  to  collect  a  gift  of 
several  inheritances.  A  tenancy  in  common,  although  the 
Courts  lean  in  favour  of  it,  cannot  be  given  without  some 
words  authorizing  such  a  construction,  and  all  the  cases  to 
that  effect  have  proceeded  on  words  importing  a  division,  as 
"  amongst,*' "  equally  to  be  divided,'*  &c.  A  devise,  whether 
of  land  or  personalty,  to  several  persons,  always  makes  a 
joint  tenancy,  imless  there  are  some  words  importing  a 
division  amongst  them  :  Campbell  y.  Campbell  {a),  Crooker. 
De  Vandes  (ft).  If,  therefore,  the  inheritance  be  given  at  all 
here,  it  is  in  joint  tenancy.  But  then,  it  will  be  said,  the 
subsequent  words  of  the  will  shew  that  it  is  given  only  for 
the  benefit  of  those  children  who  arrive  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one ;  and  that  as  their  interests  must  come  in  esse 
at  different  periods,  they  cannot  therefore  take  as  joint 
tenants.  But  where  there  is  a  devise  to  a  class  preceded 
by  an  estate  for  life,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  create  a 
joint  tenancy,  that  they  should  take  an  interest  at  the  same 
time,  although  it  would  be  so  if  there  were  no  prior  estate : 
Oates  V.  Jackson  {c).  In  Feame's  Cont.  Rem.  312,  it  is 
said — "  Where  a  contingent  remainder  is  limited  to  the 
use  of  several,  who  do  not  all  become  capable  at  the  same 
time ;  notwithstanding  it  vests  in  the  person  first  becoming 
capable,  yet  it  shall  devest  as  to  the  proportions  of  the 
persons  afterwards  becoming  capable^  before  the  determi- 

(fl)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  15.  (b)  0  Vcs.  591. 

(c)  2Stra.  1172. 
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Exch.  of  putu,  nation  of  the  preceding  estate ;  and  they  may  take  jointly, 

,   ^^^'   ,     notwithstanding  the   different  times  of  vesting/'     It  is 

Spry         submitted,  however,  that  the  children,  by  the  express 

Bromfiild.     words  of  the  will,  take  as  joint  tenants  for  their  lives 

only. 

Hodgson,  contra. — There  is  no  misuse  of  technical  words 
in  this  will,  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  testator  intended  to 
devise  all  his  estate.  When  he  disposes  of  this  estate,  he 
departs  from  all  attempt  at  technical  expression^  and  lus 
intention  is  apparent,  that  John  Bromfield  and  his  family 
should  take  the  whole  estate,  unless  in  the  event  of  all  the 
children  dying  imder  twenty-one ;  that  is,  under  the  time 
of  their  ability  to  dispose  of  the  estate.  According  to  the 
argument  on  the  other  side,  if  they  arrived  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  the  estate  would  go  over  to  some  unknown 
person.  In  Trani  v.  Hannmg  (a),  the  words  ''  trustees  of 
inheritance'^  were  held  sufficient  to  carry  the  whole  fee. 
So  here,  the  words  '^  shall  inherit  the  same,''  shew  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  deal  with  the  whole  estate.  If 
so,  after  the  death  of  John  Bromfield  and  his  wife,  the 
children  are  to  have  the  inheritance,  but  only  in  case  they 
live  to  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  if  they  die  under  that  age, 
then  it  is  to  go  over  to  another  person.  The  only  difS- 
culty  then  arises  from  the  introduction  of  the  words 
'^jointly  during  their  lives."  It  must  be  admitted  that  a 
tenancy  in  common  cannot  arise  without  some  words  im- 
porting a  division — except  where  the  estate  is  to  vest  at 
different  times.  In  Co.  Lit.  188.  a.,  it  is  said — ''  If  lands 
be  demised  for  life,  the  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of 
J.  S.  and  of  J.  N.;  J.  S.  hath  issue  and  dieth,  and  after 
J.  N.  hath  issue  and  dieth,  the  issues  are  not  joint  te- 
nants, because  the  one  moiety  vested  at  one  time,  and  the 
other  moiety  vested  at  another  time."    In  Oaies  v.  Jnci- 

(fl)  10  Ves.  495^  S.C.  lU.  R.  116. 
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son,  this  position  of  Lord  Coke  is  said  not  to  be  incon-  Eich.  of  Pleat, 

1ft41 

sistent  with  that  decision ;  but  in  this  and  other  cases^  the  *  ^ 

distinction  appears  to  have  turned  on  some  peculiarity        Spry 

arising  out  of  the  Statute  of  Uses.     Here  the  apparent    Bromfibld. 

intention  to  give  a  tenancy  in  common  is  not  sufficiently 

contradicted  by  the  word  '^  jointly .''     Nor  are  the  words 

''during  their  lives'^  conclusive  against  the  defendants. 

Where  there  are  successive  devises  to  diflferent  parties  for 

their  lives,  and  afterwards^  for  defaidt  of  issue^  over^  these 

are^  notwithstanding  those  words^  held  to  be  estates  tail. 

Those  cases  stand  in  pari  ratione  with  those  cited  for  the 

plaintiff:  the  one  set  of  words  shew  that  the  testator  did  not 

intend  to  give  the  estate  over  in  any  other  event  than  that 

mentioned  in  the  will ;  the  other^  that  he  did  not  intend  to 

give  it  over  until  the  issue  was  spent.    The  same  reason 

applies  to  both;  there  are  words  inconsistent  with  the 

general  intention^  but  the  Courts  so  control  them  as  not 

to  defeat  that  intention : — see  Murthwaite  v.  Jenkinson  (a), 

WoUen  V.  Andrews  (6),  Doe  d.  Gallini  v.  Gallini  (c).     It 

cannot  undoubtedly  be  contended  that  the  word  ''in* 

herit^'  means  more  than  that  the  children  shall  take  the 

inheritance  of  the  estate  as  purchasers — not  that  they  shall 

take  by  inheritance,  i.  e.  by  descent.     But  the  Court  may 

imply  either  cross  remainders^  or  a  joint  estate  for  their 

lives,  with  several  inheritances  after  the  death  of  all. 

Malins,  in  reply. — ^The  argument  on  the  other  side  rests 
principally  on  the  presumed  intention  of  the  testator  not 
to  die  intestate.  Now,  a  case  of  very  probable  occurrence 
is  left  wholly  unprovided  for.  .  If  the  devise  gives  a  fee, 
then,  in  the  event  of  all  the  children  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  it  is  devested;  and  to  make  the  argument  on  the 
other  side  complete,  it  shoidd  have  appeared  that  that  re- 
fa)  2  B.  &  C.  357 ;  3  D.  &  R.  (c)  5  B.  &  Adol.  621 ;  S.  C.  in 
765.  error,  3  Ad.  &  E.  340 ;  4  Ncv.  &  M. 
(6)  2  Bing.  126 ;  9  Moore,  248.      894. 
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MUch.  of  PUat,  version  is  disposed  of:  whereas  the  devise  to  the  plaintiff 

is  only  to  himself  and  his  children,  which  does  not  give 
a  fee:  Wildes  case  {a).  [Hodgson. — ^A  man  can  never  be 
said  to  die  intestate  who  devises  the  inheritance^  although 
he  leaves  the  reversion  in  fee  to  descend.]  The  authority 
from  Co.  Litt.  188.  a.,  comes  within  the  class  of  cases  before 
referred  to,  where  there  is  no  preceding  particular  estate, 
and  therefore  the  joint  tenants  must  take  at  the  same 
time.  The  cases  cited  as  to  estates  tail  are  not  disputed : 
there  the  Court  holds  the  first  devise  to  be  an  estate  tail, 
to  further  the  general  intention :  and  here,  if  there  had 
been  a  gift  over  on  failure  of  issue,  that  would  have  en- 
larged the  original  devise  into  an  estate  tail.  Trasd  v. 
Hanning  is  quite  a  different  case  from  the  present :  there 
it  was  clear  that  the  testator  intended  that  annuities  and 
charges  should  be  paid  by  the  trustees,  for  which  pur- 
pose they  must  take  the  legal  fee. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

No  judgment  was  publicly  given,  but  the  following  cer- 
tificate was  now  sent : — 

'^  We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel,  and  have 
considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants,  Eliia 
Bromfield  and  John{b)  Arnold  Bromfield  take  an  estate  in 
fee  simple,  as  tenants  in  common  in  the  lands  in  Boldie, 
devised  by  the  will  of  the  testator  Philip  Bromfield. — 
Dated  this  30th  day  of  January,  1841. 

''  Abinger, 

'^  E.  H.  Alderson, 

''  J.  Gurnet, 

"W.  H.  Maule"(c). 

(a)  6  Rep.  16,  b.  sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 

(6)  By  mistake  for  William.  Queen's  Bench.    See  10  Simoniy 

(c)  Another  case,  somewhat  va-  224. 
ried  in  its  terms,  has  since  been 
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Etch,  rf  Pleat, 
1841. 

Gibson  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Wiggins,  a  Bankrupt,      ^ 

v.  OvERBURY  and  Another. 

TFeb.  1. 
ROVER  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  James  Wig-  Assignees  of  a 

gins,  for  a  policy  of  assurance.    Plea,  that  the  plaintiffs  notrecoveHn" 
were  not  possessed,  &c.    At  the  trial  before  Alderson,  B.,  *';»!"  »  P<>"*^y 

*  '  '       '    of  insurance  on 

at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1840,  Hfe,  effected  by 

a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  damages  in  and  deposited' 

the  declaration,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  J?^  bankruptcy 

the  following  case.  ]^>*^  **>*  de- 

fendants,  as  a 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  policy  of  assurance  security  for 
effected  by  the  bankrupt,  James  Wiggins,  on  the  life  of  ^Tpreviousiy 
R.  H.  Andrew,  with  the  Norwich  Union  Society,  in  the  'heTtolii'm. 

sum  of  JE440,  and  at  the  annual  premium  of  12/.  19s.  7d.      ^^  instru- 
ment so  depo- 
The  policy  was  effected  on  the  15th  March  1824,  at  which  sited  is  not  in 

*•         Txr*       •  J.      J  J  X*  J         A*i         1      A.    the  order  and 

time  Wiggms  was  a  trader,  and  so  continued  until  and  at  disposition  of 
the  time  of  his  bankruptcy.  the  bankrupt, 

*     "^  with  the  con- 

A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  said  James  sent  of  the  true 
Wiggins  on  the  80th  of  January  1887,  under  which  the  the  meaning  of 
plaintiffs  are  his  assignees.  J*J\»g^^  I  ^l"^ 

The  bankrupt  continued  to  pay  the  premium  until  his 
bankruptcy. 

The  policy  was  deposited  by  the  bankrupt  with  the 
defendants  on  the  5th  of  May  1835,  as  a  security  for  a 
balance  due  to  them,  and  for  £800  then  lent.  There  has 
been  no  assignment  in  writing  of  the  policy  to  the  defend- 
ants ;  and  the  bankrupt,  up  to  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy, 
stood  in  the  Assurance-office  books  as  the  party  insuring. 
No  notice  of  any  deposit  or  transfer  of  the  policy  to  the 
defendants  had  been  given  to  the  office. 

The  policy  was  demanded  by  the  plaintiffs  before  this 
action  was  brought,  and  the  defendants  refused  to  give  it 
up.  No  part  of  the  balance,  or  of  the  £300,  was  paid  or 
tendered  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

The  defendants,  since  the  bankruptcy,  have  paid  the 
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Bxek.  of  PUoit  premiums^  four  in  number;  and  it  is  agreed,  that  if  the 
'  ^     plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  succeed  in  this  action,  the  policy 
Gibson       q{  assurance  shall  be  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiffs,  on 
OvBEBUET.     nominal  damages  being  taken  for  them,  or  that,  if  not 
delivered  up,  the  Court  shall  direct  what  amount  of  damages 
shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  instead  of  the  damages 
in  the  declaration ;  and  that  the  Court  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  draw  any  inference  of  fact,  as  the  jury  might  have  done 
at  the  trial.    But  if  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed in  this  action,  then  a  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendants. 

The  said  B.  H.  Andrew  is  still  alive. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  in  the  action ;  if  so,  a 
verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  as  above,  but  if 
not,  then  a  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  former  part  of  this  Tenn 
{Jan.  20  and  25),  by 

Kelly,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  assignees  are  entitled, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case,  to  the  posses- 
sion of  this  policy  of  assurance.  The  only  ground  on 
which  the  defendants  can  claim  to  retain  it  is,  that  it  has 
been  legally  assigned  to  them.  But  in  this  case  no  legal 
assignment  has  taken  place ;  because,  in  order  to  consti- 
tute a  legal  assignment  of  a  debt,  notice  must  be  given  to 
the  debtor,  otherwise  no  legal  interest  passes,  but  the  debt, 
and  the  instrument  which  is  the  evidence  of  it,  remain  in 
the  original  creditor;  and  if  he  become  bankrupt,  it  passes 
to  his  assignees,  as  having  been  in  his  order  and  disposition 
at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
6  Gteo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  72.  This  policy  is  a  chose  in  action,  and 
is  a  chattel  within  the  meaning  of  that  section.  In  the 
present  case,  no  notice  was  given  to  the  Assurance  Com* 
pany  of  the  transfer  to  the  defendants,  and  consequently 
no  interest  in  the  policy  passed  to  them,  but  it  remained 
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in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and  vested  on  Etch,  of  Pleat, 
the  bankruptcy  in  his  assignees.  The  defendants,  there-  ^  ^  ^ 
fore,  have  no  lien  on  the  instrument  as  against  the  assignees :  Gibsom 
RyallY.  Rowles  {a).  The  object  of  giving  notice  to  the  ovbrburt. 
debtor  is  to  vest  the  debt  in  the  assignee,  and  to  prevent  the 
debtor  from  paying  it  to  the  original  creditor.  Without  such 
notice,  the  Assurance  Company  might  consider  the  bank- 
rupt as  still  continuing  the  owner  of  the  policy,  and  might, 
by  paying  him  a  sum  of  money,  obtain  a  release  from  their 
covenants  under  it.  Notice  is  necessary  in  the  case  of 
a  bond,  and  on  the  same  principle  must  be  held  neces- 
sary in  the  case  of  a  debt  payable  on  a  contingency.  Ex 
parte  Burton  (i),  Ex  parte  Monro  (c),  Btick  v.  Lee  (rf).  Dean 
V.  James  (c).  [^Parke,  B. — ^Those  were  cases  of  assignment ; 
here  the  defendants  contemplated  nothing  more  than  the 
obtaining  a  deposit  of  the  instrument,  as  a  security  for 
their  advances.  An  insurance  broker  has  a  lien  on  the 
policy,  without  any  notice  to  the  underwriters.  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  authority  to  shew  that  trover  can  be  main- 
tained in  a  case  like  this.  Then  the  72nd  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act  does  not  apply,  for  the  bankrupt  certainly 
had  not  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  poUcy  with  the 
consent  of  the  true  owner,  within  the  meaning  of  that 
section.]  The  benefit  of  the  covenant  remains  to  the 
bankrupt,  until  notice  be  given  to  the  covenantor;  there- 
fore the  right  to  recover  upon  it  vests  in  his  assignees,  and 
the  instrument  which  is  the  evidence  of  that  right  also 
passes  to  them.  If  the  life  had  fallen,  the  bankrupt  could 
have  compelled  the  insurers,  in  equity,  to  pay  him  the 
amount  of  the  insurance. 

R.  V.  Richards,  contra. — ^This  clearly  is  not  an  instru- 

(a)  1  Ves.  sen.  348.  (cQ  1  Ad.  &  E.  805;  3  Nev.  & 

(6)  1  Glyn.  &  J.  207.  M.  580. 

(c)  Buck's  Cases  in  Bankruptcy,  (r)  1  Ad.  &  E.  809,  n.;  1  Nev. 

300.  &  M.  392. 
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Etch,  of  PUat,  ment  which  remained  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
>  ^  ^  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  the  bankmptcy,  with  the  consent  of 
Gibson  the  true  owner^  unless  at  least  it  be  made  out  that  the 
Of  sEBUET.  defendants  were  the  true  owners  by  reason  of  the  deposit 
with  them.  If  the  debt  be  distinguished  from  the  piqper 
writing,  that  has  been  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
defendants,  not  of  the  bankrupt :  but  at  law  the  debt  does 
not  pass  at  all.  The  defendants  neyer  could  recover  upon 
the  poUcy  except  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt ;  which 
shews  that  at  law  the  bankrupt  continues  the  owner.  Ship 
policies  are  almost  always  pledged  with  the  broker ;  audit 
has  been  held  that  in  such  case  they  are  not  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt  assured,  although  there  have 
been  no  notice  to  the  underwriters  (a).  In  order  to  main- 
tain trover  for  this  instrument,  the  plaintiffs  must  shew 
that  the  policy  is  the  debt.  The  defendants'  holding  the 
policy  will  not  prevent  the  assignees  from  receiving  the 
debt ;  it  is  no  more  than  evidence  of  the  debt,  and  they 
may  recover  by  giving  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents. 
[Parke,  B. — In  Hunter  v.  Leathley  (i),  it  was  held  that  an 
insurance  broker,  who  has  a  lien  on  the  policy  for  his 
premiums,  is  compellable  by  the  assured  to  produce  it  on 
the  trial  of  an  action  against  the  underwriters,  and  is  a 
competent  witness,  notwithstanding  his  lien,  to  prove  all 
matters  connected  with  it.]  If  that  principle  be  applicable 
here,  no  harm  can  possibly  accrue  to  the  assignees  from  the 
defendants  retaining  possession  of  the  document ;  but  at  all 
events,  they  can  give  evidence  of  its  contents.  This  case 
has  been  treated  throughout  the  argument  for  the  plain- 
tiffs as  if  it  were  an  action  for  the  debt,  instead  of  trover 
for  \he  paper :  the  contract  has  been  confounded  with  the 
security.  In  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  debt 
had  been  actually  assigned ;  but  here  there  is  no  assign- 


(a)  Ftdkener  v.  Case,  cited  in  Lempriere  v.  Pasley,  2  T.  IL  491. 

(6)  10  B.  &  C.  858. 
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ment,  nor  even  any  agreement  for  an  assignment  of  the  Exek,  of  puat, 
debt :   the  defendants  have  nothing  but  a  right  to  hold     ^   ^^^'   . 
the  policy,  which  is  the  evidence  of  the  contingent  con*       Gibson 
tract,  as  a  security  for  their  advances.  Overburt. 

But  even  if  it  be  held  that  there  has  been  an  assignment 
of  the  debt,  yet  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  the  policy  in 
trover,  without  first  paying  or  tendering  the  amount  of  the 
premiums  paid  by  the  defendants,  the  payment  of  which  was 
essential  for  keeping  alive  the  claim  against  the  insurers.  If, 
after  the  life  dropped,  the  plaintiffs  sued  the  defendants  for 
the  insurance  money,  they  could  only  recover  the  amount 
minus  the  premiums :  Schondlerv.  Wace  (a).  [Aldergan,  B. 
— Can  you  raise  this  point  ?  It  is  not  expressly  stated  in 
the  case  that  the  amount  of  the  premiums  has  not  been 
tendered.]  It  was  for  the  plaintiffs  to  shew  a  tender ;  the 
affirmative  of  the  issue  was  upon  them ;  and  it  cannot  be 
necessary  to  insert  a  negative  in  a  special  case. 

Kelly,  in  reply. — No  point  was  made  at  the  trial,  or  is 
raised  upon  the  case,  as  to  the  want  of  a  tender  of  the  pre- 
miums. [The  Court  suggested  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
have  the  liberty  of  still  repaying  the  premiums,  and  Kelly 
undertook  that  they  should  be  paid  on  the  delivering  up 
of  the  policy,  in  case  the  judgment  of  the  Court  should  be 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.]  Then,  as  to  the  main  point  of 
the  case.  The  difBculty  arises  from  this  being  inaccurately 
termed  a  debt;  it  is  properly  a  covenant,  a  chose  in  action, 
which  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  was  a  chattel  interest 
in  the  bankrupt,  and  of  actual  saleable  value.  Undoubt- 
edly a  covenant  cannot  be  assigned  at  law ;  it  is  said  also 
that  there  is  no  complete  assignment  in  equity  without 
notice  to  the  covenantor,  and  therefore  the  assignee  does 
not  become  the  true  owner  within  the  statute.  But  all 
the  cases  in  equity  go  to  shew  that  under  such  an  imper- 
fect assignment,  the  assignee  is  the  true  owner  within  the 

(a)  1  Campb.  487. 
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fijTcA.  of  Pleat,  meaning  of  the  Banknipt  Act,  and  that  in  this  respect  there 
^  ^  .  is  no  distinction  between  a  deposit  by  way  of  pledge,  and 
Gibson  an  actual  assignment.  The  former  is,  in  equity,  an  assign- 
OvERBURT.  ment  of  the  interest  pledged,  entitling  the  assignee  to  hold 
it,  not  absolutely,  but  as  a  security  for  some  smaller 
interest.  This  principle  was  recognised  in  Ex  parte 
Wttithman  (a).  That  was  the  case  of  a  mere  deposit  of  a 
policy  with  a  banker  by  way  of  security;  but  no 
doubt  was  suggested  that  the  interest  would  pass  to  the 
assignees,  unless  notice  were  given  in  due  time  to  the 
insurers :  it  was  assumed  that  a  deposit  was  in  this  respect 
on  the  same  footing  with  an  assignment.  So  in  Ex  parte 
Carbis  (i),  the  only  question  was,  whether  sufficient  notice 
had  been  given  to  the  Assurance-office :  but  the  case  recog- 
nises the  doctrine  that  the  statute  applies  not  only  to  debts, 
but  to  policies  of  assurance.  Then,  if  the  benefit  of  the 
covenant  passed,  the  instrument  in  which  alone  it  is  con- 
tained, and  which  is  the  thing  itself  whereby  the  right  is 
created,  must  pass  also.  The  policy  is  not  only  the  best 
evidence  of  the  right,  but  it  in  fact  constitutes  the  right 
The  whole  must  be  treated  as  one  right,  and  all  that  is  in- 
cidental to  it  must  pass  together.  The  object  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act  was  to  defeat  transactions  of  this  nature,  and 
to  vest  in  the  assignees  every  thing  of  value  so  left  in  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  whereby  he  has 
been  enabled  to  obtain  a  credit  which  was  not  fairly  due 
to  him.  That  object  can  only  be  effectuated  by  passing, 
with  the  right  or  contract,  the  instrument  also  without 
which  it  cannot  be  enforced. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  was  a  special  case  argued 

(a)  4  Dea.  &  C.  412.  (6)  Id.  354. 
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during  the  present  Term.    The  case  turned  upon  this  Exek,  of  pum, 
pointy  whether  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  were  entitled     .    ^^^'  . 
to  recover  in  trover  the  possession  of  a  policy  deposited  by       Gibson 
the  bankrupt  with  the  defendants :  and  the  question  to  be     oveeburt. 
determined  is^  whether  that  deposit  was  intended  as  a 
lien,  or  whether  it  was  intended  to  be  an  assignment  of  the 
claim  which  the  bankrupt  had  on  the  policy.     In  which  of 
these  two  points  of  view  the  act  of  the  bankrupt  was  to  be 
regarded,  was  left  uncertain  in  the  statement  of  the  case ; 
and  we  apprehend  that  the  assignees  were  bound  to  make 
that  clear  one  way  or  the  other.     If  they  meant  to  rely 
upon  its  being  a  perfect  assignment,  and  therefore  consti- 
tuting the  defendants  the  true  owners,  so  that  the  policy 
remained  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt, 
they  should  have  made  that  clear  upon  the  case  stated, 
that  we  might  have  acted  upon  it ;  but  as  they  have  stated 
the  facts,  we  are  at  liberty  to  conclude  that  nothing  more 
was  intended  thap  to  give  a  mere  lien  by  the  deposit  of  the 
policy,  and  not  to  confer  an  equitable  right  to  the  defend- 
ants to  receive  the  money;  in  other  words,  that  it  was  merely 
intended  as  a  mode  of  preventing  the  bankrupt  from  receiv- 
ing it,  without  notice  to  the  parties  with  whom  he  had  so  de- 
posited the  policy.   Now  if  that  were  the  case,  as  we  think, 
upon  the  facts  as  stated,  it  must  be  taken  to  be,  then  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover. 
Various  cases  have  been  decided  in  equity,  the  authority  of 
which  we  do  not  dispute,  and  which  shew  that  where  an 
eqidtable  assignment  of  an  interest  has  been  contemplated, 
but  there  has  been  no  notice  to  the  debtor,  the  instrument  is 
supposed  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  party  making  such 
equitable  assignment.     The  present  case  does  not  at  all 
contradict  those  cases,  but  is  consistent  with  them.     Sup- 
pose there  had   been  an  assignment  in  writing  of  this 
policy,  to  secure  the  debt,  but  no  notice  given  to  the 
office,  then  it  would  fall  within  several  of  the  cases, 
and  particularly  those  decided  before  the  Yice-Chancellorj 
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Gibson 
overbury. 


Exeh.  of  Pleas,  and  reported  in  2nd  Simons  {a),  that  there  had  been  no 

equitable  transfer^  because  it  was  not  completed^  and  that 
the  instrument  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt 
notwithstanding  the  intended  transfer;  and  if  it  was  not 
complete  in  equity,  then  the  assignees  would  not  be  de- 
vested of  their  right  to  recover.  But  in  the  case  of  a  mere 
lien  from  a  deposit  by  the  bankrupt,  I  believe  there  is  no 
example  of  the  assignees  having  been  held  entitled  to  main- 
tain trover.  Our  decision  in  this  case  will  not  affect  the  title 
of  the  assignees,  who  have  claimed  the  debt ;  they  may  still 
give  a  discharge  to  the  office  for  the  debt  due  upon  the 
policy,  to  which  the  bankrupt  was  entitled,  and  inasmuchas 
there  was  no  legal  assignment  of  the  policy.  But  the  Ken 
upon  the  policy  remains  unaffected  by  the  bankruptcy ;  and 
therefore  we  think  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  miiiamt  v.  Thorp,  2  Sim.  257 :  Ex  parte  Colwtte,  Id.  570,  n. 


Assumpsit.    The  second  count  of  the  declaration  was 
upon  a  bill  of  exchange  for  728/.  6«.,  dated  15th  February 


Wheeler  v.  Senior. 
FehA. 

Declaration  in 
assumpsit  by 
drawer  against 

bill  of  exchange  1840,   payable  three  months  after  date,  drawn  by  the 

dat  Jd  ^ifith'  of  plaintiff  upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant.     The  third 

February,  1840,  count  Stated  the  drawing  and  accepting  of  a  similar  bill, 

months  after  and  that  it  was  transferred  by  the  plaintiff  to  certain  per- 

date.     Plea,  as 
to  609/.  10«., 

parcel  of  the  moniei  in  that  count  mentioned,  that  after  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  in  that  coubI 
mentioned,  the  defendant  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  ;^00  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  (inter  alia)  the  sum  of  609A  10«.,  parcel  of  certain  monies  mentioned  and  specified  in  a  cer- 
tain bill  of  exchange,  bearing  date  l5th  of  February,  1840,  and  drawn  by  (Ite  plaintiff  aponaad 
accepted  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  received  the  said  sum  of  money 
in  such  full  satis&ction  and  discharge :  and  that  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  oouni  mentiootd 
was  and  is  the  same  identical  bill  as  that  in  the  plea  mentioned,  in  respect  whereof  the  said 
payment  was  so  made,  and  not  any  other  or  different  bill.  Replication,  that  tke  bill  hi  the 
count  mentioned  was  not  nor  is  the  same  identical  bill  as  that  in  the  plea  mentioned,  &c^  Ac.  : 
concluding  to  the  country  :—-ffefd  bad  on  special  demurrer. 
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90X19,  who  would  have  presented  it  to  the  defendant  for  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
payment  on  the  day  when  it  became  due,  but  that  the  ^ 

defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  procuring  the  Wheeler 
possession  of  the  bill,  and  preventing  it  from  being  so  Senior. 
presented,  agreed  to  remit  the  amount  thereof  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  Wednesday  after  the  bill  should  become 
due.:  and  alleged  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
remit  the  amount  of  the  said  bill  on  the  said  Wednesday, 
or  at  any  other  time. 

Plea  to  the  second  count,  so  far  as  related  to  the  sum  of 
609/.  10^.,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  that  count  mentioned, 
that  after  the  acceptance  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in 
that  count  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  18th  day  of  April,  1840,  the  defendant 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  £700,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  (amongst  other 
things)  of  the  sum  of  609/.  10^.,  parcel  of  certain  monies 
mentioned  and  specified  in  a  certain  biU  of  exchange,  bear- 
ing date  the  15th  day  of  February,  1840,  and  then,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff 
upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
then  accepted  and  received  the  said  payment  in  such  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  as  aforesaid  :  and  that  the  said 
bill  of  exchange  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned  was 
and  is  the  same  identical  bill  of  exchange  as  the  bill 
of  exchange  hereinbefore  mentioned,  in  respect  whereof 
the  said  payment  was  so  made  as  aforesaid,  and  not  any 
other  or  different  bill  of  exchange.  Verification. — A  plea 
in  the  same  terms  was  also  pleaded  to  the  third  count. 

Replication,  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the  second 
count  mentioned  was  not  nor  is  the  same  identical  bill  of 
exchange  as  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  second  plea  men- 
tioned, and  in  respect  whereof  the  said  payment  was  so 
made  as  in  that  plea  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  &c.: 
concluding  to  the  country. — ^The  same  replication  was 
pleaded  to  the  third  plea. 

VOL.  VII.  Q  Q  M.  w. 
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EjccJl  of  Pieoit      The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  each  of  these  repli- 


'  ^  cations,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  replication  does  not 
Wheeler  state  how  or  in  what  manner  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the 
Senior.  sccond  count  mentioned  is  a  different  bill  of  exchange 
from  that  mentioned  in  the  plea ;  and  for  that  the  repH- 
cation  admits  the  existence  of  the  bill  in  the  plea  men« 
tioned,  bearing  date  the  same  day  and  year  as  the  day  and 
year  on  which  the  bill  in  the  second  count  mentioned  it 
therein  alleged  to  have  been  made,  and  also  admits  that 
the  payment  mentioned  in  the  plea  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  manner  therein  alleged,  and  yet  does  not 
distinctly  shew  any  other  bill  than  that  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned, as  the  bill  mentioned  and  declared  on  in  the 
second  count  of  the  declaration ;  and  also  for  that  the 
replication  does  not,  as  it  ought  to  do,  conclude  with  a 
verification,  but  tenders  an  issue  to  the  country,  and 
thereby  precludes  the  defendant  from  making  any  answa 
to  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  second  count  mentioned ; 
and  for  that,  inasmuch  as  it  appears  from  the  pleadings 
that  there  were  two  bills  of  exchange,  bearing  date  the 
same  day  and  year,  whereby  the  defendant  supposed  that 
the  bill  mentioned  in  the  second  count  was  the  bill  upon 
which  the  payment  mentioned  in  the  plea  was  made  as 
therein  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  ought,  by  the  rules  of 
pleading,  to  have  new  assigned,  and  shewn  distinctly  what 
was  the  bill  of  exchange  in  respect  whereof  such  payment 
was  so  made,  and  in  what  respects  the  bill  in  the  second 
count  differs  therefrom,  by  which  means  the  defendant 
would  have  had  the  opportunity  of  pleading  to  the  last- 
mentioned  bill,  from  which  he  is  wholly  precluded  by  the 
form  of  the  replication,  &c.,  &c. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  points  marked  for  ailment  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  were,  that  the  pleas  were  bad,  as  they  did  not 
state  that  the  payment  therein  mentioned  was  made  or 
received  in  satisfaction  of  the  damages,  but  merely  of 
the  principal  sum,  and  that  the  plaintiff  remained  unan- 
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swered  as  to  his  damages  as  to  that  snm :  and  the  pay-  Exeh.  of  PUa$, 

1841 
ment  and  receipt  in  satisfaction  of  a  sum  of  money^  was 

no  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  demand  for  damages  for  non- 
payment of  that  sum. 

The  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  in  this  term 
{Jan.  18),  by 

Crompton  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  first  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  replications  are  good.  There  are 
undoubtedly  cases  in  which  it  has  been  decided  that  a 
plaintiff  need  not  new  assign  upon  an  ordinary  plea  of  pay- 
ment :  Freeman  v.  Crafts  (a),  James  v.  Lingham  (A),  Alston 
▼.  Mills  (c) ;  but  that  is  because  of  the  generality  of  the 
plea :  but  it  is  different  where  the  defendant  alleges  that 
he  has  paid  a  sum  of  money,  and  also  that  a  bill  of  ex- 
change in  respect  of  which  the  payment  was  made,  is  the 
same  bill  as  that  declared  on.  It  is  like  the  case  of  two 
assaults,  in  which  case  the  plaintiff  must  new  assign. 
Here  the  replication  admits  the  existence  of  two  bills,  and 
a  payment  in  respect  of  one  of  them,  but  denies  that  the 
bill  in  respect  of  which  the  payment  was  made  was  the  bill 
declared  on;  and  the  defendant  has  no  opportunity  of 
answering  that  statement.  It  is  quite  unprecedented  to 
traverse  the  allegation  of  quse  est  eadem.  Suppose  there 
were  two  bills  of  the  same  tenor,  date,  and  sum,  and  one 
had  been  paid  and  the  other  released ;  and  one  of  them 
being  sued  on,  the  defendant  pleads  payment,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  his  replication  denies  that  the  bill  paid  was 
the  same  bill  as  that  declared  on;  at  the  trial  he  may 
produce  and  prove  the  other  bill,  in  respect  of  which  the 
release  was  given,  and  so  the  defendant  would  lose  the 
advantage  of  his  defence  to  both.  That  would  be  most 
unjust.    The  plaintiff,  therefore,  ought  to  have  given  the 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  4.  (b)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  553 ;  7  Scott,  603. 

(c)  9  Ad.  &  E.  249;  1  Per.  &  D.  197. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  defendant  an  opportunity  of  answering  the  statement  of 
^  '   ^     the  replication.  Hey dony. Thompson  {a)  is  in  point.  There, 

Wheeler  to  a  declaration  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill,  the 
Senioe.  defendant  pleaded  facts  shewing  that  it  was  a  qualified  ac- 
ceptance, without  consideration,  for  the  accommodation  of 
the  drawer,  who  had  indorsed  the  bill  to  the  plaintiff  with 
notice  of  these  facts,  and  without  consideration.  The 
plaintiff  new  assigned,  that  the  bill  pleaded  was  not  the 
same  bill  as  that  declared  on,  but  another,  for  that  the  bill 
declared  on  was  accepted  generally,  and  the  defendant 
never  accepted  it  in  any  qualified  manner.  The  defendant 
again  pleaded,  setting  out  a  qualified  acceptance  as  be- 
fore, and  re-stating  similar  facts  as  in  the  plea  to  the 
declaration,  as  to  a  bill  which  he  stated  to  be  the  bill 
newly  assigned.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  bill  men- 
tioned in  the  last  plea  was  not  the  bill  newly  assigned,  but 
another  and  different ;  and  this  replication  was  held  bad 
on  demurrer,  for  concluding  to  the  country,  and  not  with 
a  verification.  Patteson,  J.,  there  says — "  By  stating  that 
the  bill  of  exchange  mentioned  in  the  plea  was  not  the 
same  as  that  first  described  in  the  declaration,  he  [the 
plaintiff]  acknowledged  the  existence  of  the  second  billi 
and  therefore  his  replication  should  have  concluded  widi 
an  averment,  so  as  to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity 
of  answering  what  was  said  of  the  bill  so  admitted  to  be 
in  existence.'* 

Secondly,  the  pleas  are  good.  The  objection  taken  to 
them  is,  that  they  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  to  the 
damages  as  well  as  to  the  sum.  If  there  is  any  thing  to 
which  the  defendant  has  not  pleaded,  and  which  is  not 
covered  by  his  other  pleas,  the  plaintiff  may  sign  judg- 
ment; but  that  is  not  ground  of  general  demurrer.  A 
plea  to  the  sum  of  money  is  in  substance  a  plea  to  all  the 
damages  in  respect  of  that  sum. 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  £.  210;  3  Nev.  &  M.  319. 


HILARY   TERM^  4  VICT.  567 

fFhitehurstf  contrd. — It  is  admitted  on  the  other  side,  ^'ck.  of  Pieat, 
that  if  this  were  a  general  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  - 

the  defendant  must  have  proved  a  payment  in  discharge  of  Wheeler 
the  specific  bill  declared  on ;  and  what  difference  can  it  Senioh. 
make,  that  he  has  chosen,  in  his  plea,  specifically  to  apply 
the  payment  to  the  bill  declared  on,  by  the  introduction 
of  the  quse  est  eadem  ?  \_Parke,  B. — I  suppose  the  defend- 
ant wUl  say  the  quse  est  eadem  might  have  been  left  out.] 
Without  that  allegation  it  is  no  plea  at  all,  there  being 
nothing  to  point  it  to  the  claim  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
action ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  take  issue  on  that 
allegation,  or  he  could  not  have  answered  the  defendant's 
traverse :  Com.  Dig,  Pleader  (E.  81).  The  Court  will  not 
encourage  the  increase  of  new  assignments,  which  are  in 
general  mere  useless  form,  as  the  defendant  almost  always 
knows  what  he  has  really  to  answer.  It  is  said  that  on 
this  record  the  plaintiff  may  foist  upon  the  defendant,  at 
the  trial,  a  different  bill;  but  so  he  might  if  he  had  taken 
issue  on  an  ordinary  plea  of  payment.  The  plaintiff,  by 
new  assigning,  would  have  admitted  the  existence  of  a  bill 
in  the  same  terms  as  that  declared  on,  of  the  same  date,  and 
between  the  same  parties,  and  must  have  said  that  he  was 
suing  in  respect  of  another  of  precisely  the  same  tenor ; 
then,  if  the  defendant  pleaded  payment,  the  plaintiff  would 
be  bound  to  prove  two  bills  of  the  same  tenor,  which  it  is 
manifest  do  not  exist,  and  therefore  he  would  be  defeated. 
The  proper  course  is  to  take  issue  on  the  replication,  and 
it  will  then  be  a  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  whether 
there  are  two  different  debts  or  not :  HaU  v.  Middkton  (a) . — 
He  also  cited  HiU  v.  White  {b). 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  contains  no 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  damages  in  respect  of 
the  non-payment  of  the  609/.  10^.,  to  which  it  is  pleaded. 
This  is  an  action  of  assumpsit,  in  which  the  plaintiff  does 

(fl)  4  Ad.  &  E.  107;  5  Nev.  &         (ft)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  23;  8  Scott, 
M.  410.  249. 
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KMdL  9f  PfMt,  not  seek  to  reooYer  any  given  sum.  but  only  damages. 
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The  proper  form  would  have  been  to  plead,  as  to  the  breach 
of  promise  as  to  609/.  lOt.,  parcel,  &c.,  and  the  damages 
resulting  therefirom,  that  the  defendant  paid,  ftc.  &c.  In  an 
action  for  the  non-delivery  of  a  horse  pursuant  to  contract, 
it  would  be  no  plea,  that  after  breach  the  defendant  paid 
the  plaintiff  the  value  of  the  horse,  unless  he  also  averred 
that  he  had  paid  something  by  way  of  damages  for  the 
breach  of  contract :  Francis  v.  Crywell  (a).  Perry  v.  OdHng- 
hU  (i),  Corbett  v.  Swmbwme  (c).  [Parke,  B.— To  make 
this  a  good  plea  to  the  second  count,  as  to  the  609/.  lOf ., 
parcel  of  the  728/.  6*.,  the  amount  of  the  bill  mentioned 
in  that  count,  it  ought  to  shew  that  the  payment  was  made 
on  or  before  the  day  when  the  biH  became  due,  or  that,  if 
made  on  a  subsequent  day,  it  was  received  together  with 
aome  further  sum  for  interest;  otherwise  what  answer 
is  given  as  to  the  daim  for  interest  on  that  amount?  Sup- 
pose judgment  had  been  allowed  to  go  by  defieiult  in  the 
terms  of  this  plea;  how  much  could  the  plaintiff  have  re- 
covered ?  The  defendant  must  therefore  contend  that  it  is 
a  plea,  not  in  satisfaction  of  part  of  the  monies  mentioned 
in  the  count,  but  of  the  damages  also.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 
— It  is  no  satisfoction  of  the  interest,  but  it  is  a  satisfieustioiii 
pro  tanto,  of  the  claim  which  is  made  up  of  the  728/L  6ff., 
and  the  interest.  The  defendant  only  seeks  to  dimiTiiiih 
the  daim  for  debt  and  damages  by  the  sum  of  609/.  \0$. 
Parke,  B. — ^The  goodness  or  badness  of  the  plea  depends 
upon  this,  whether  it  is  meant  to  be  applied  in  bar  of  so 
much  of  the  damages  in  the  second  count  as  amounts  to 
609/.  10^.,  or  of  so  much  of  the  M//.] 

Crampion,  in  reply. — The  plea  goes  to  so  much  of  the 
damages.  Under  thenewrules,the  plea  is  necessarily  pleaded 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  886.  (c)  3  Nev.  &  P.  551 ;  8  Ad.  & 

{b)  4  Mod.  250.  Ell.  673. 
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in  reduction  of  damages.    At  all  events^  it  is  sufficient  on  £rdb.  of  pum, 
general  demurrer.    The  replication  is  bad,  and  contrary  to    ^  ^^^*  ^ 
all  authority.    The  traverse  in  effect  admits  another  bill     Wheeler 
in  respect  of  which  the  payment  was  made :  if  so^  the       senior. 
plaintiff  ought  to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of 
answering  as  to  one.    The  repUcation  introduces  new 
matter,  viz.  the  existence  of  a  second  bill,  and  yet  does  not 
conclude  with  a  verification.    The  phdntiff  might  have 
obviated  the  whole  difficulty  by  introducing  two  counts 
into  his  declaration ;  or  he  might  safely  reply,  denying  that 
the  defendant  has  paid  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  was  the  case  of  a  demurrer  to 
a  replication,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
brought  his  action  on  one  bill  of  exchange,  and  by  the 
form  of  his  pleading  admitted  the  payment  by  the  defend- 
ant of  a  bill  drawn  and  accepted  by  the  same  parties,  and 
of  the  same  date^  as  the  bill  declared  on,  ought  to  have 
gone  on  to  new  assign,  and  so  given  the  defendant  an  op- 
portunity of  pleading  to  the  other  bill.  The  Court  enter- 
tained considerable  doubt  upon  the  point ;  and  I  should 
have  been  better  satisfied  if  the  authorities  had  permitted 
us  to  hold  the  replication  sufficient ;  because,  if  there  were 
a  new  assignment,  the  defendant  might  plead  again  the 
same  plea  as  is  here  pleaded,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum;  But 
it  appears  to  the  Court  that  we  are  fettered  by  the  deci- 
sions, and  that  the  case  of  Heydon  v.  Thompson  is  not  sub- 
stantially distinguishable  from  the  present,  and  compels  us 
to  say  that  this  replication  is  bad.  The  plaintiff  may 
amend  on  payment  of  costs,  and  may,  if  he  pleases,  demur 
specially  to  the  plea. 

Leave  to  amend  accordingly. 
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Mxeh.  of  Pleat,  jurisdiction  of  the  Conrtj  or  to  order  a  commission  to  issue 

for  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  oath  at  any  place  out 
of  the  jurisdiction.  Bj  the  former  act,  the  Crown  was 
bound  only  in  relation  to  the  criminal  cases  therein  men* 
tioned ;  by  the  latter,  the  Crown,  if  bound  at  all,  is  so  only 
with  reference  to  the  Kke  criminal  cases,  when  the  offence  is 
committed  in  any  of  the  foreign  possessions  of  the  Crown 
other  than  India.  This  is  a  civil  and  not  a  criminal  pro- 
ceeding, and  the  only  course  is  to  file  a  bill  in  equity : 
Bonham  Y.Leigh  {a).  The  only  instance  in  the  books  of 
an  application  at  all  like  the  present  is  that  of  The  Attorney 
General  v.  LaragoUy  {b),  but  that  was  on  the  equity  side 
of  the  Court,  and  the  commission  was  granted  upon  a  bill 
filed.  There  is,  indeed,  a  MS.  case  in  the  office,  R.  v. 
Arthur f  in  which  a  commission  was  granted  on  this  side  of 
the  Court,  but  the  depositions,  when  tendered  in  evidence, 
were  rejected. 

Wightman,  contra. — ^The  conjoint  effect  of  the  13  Gteo.  3, 
c.  63,  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  is  to  empower  the  Court  to  issue 
a  mandamus  in  this  action,  although  it  is  a  proceeding  at 
the  suit  of  the  Crown.  The  Crown  was  dearly  bound  to 
a  certain  extent  by  the  13  Greo.  3,  c.  63,  s.  40 ;  and  the 
1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  1,  extends  *'  all  and  every  the  powers, 
authorities,  provisions,  and  matters''  contained  in  the 
former  act,  one  of  which  did  bind  the  Crown,  to  all  colonies 
and  places  under  the  dominion  of  the  Crown  in  foreign 
parts,  and  to  "  all  actions  depending  in  any  of  the  Courts 
of  law  at  Westminster.''  This  language  is  sufficiently  com- 
prehensive to  include  the  case  of  an  action  at  the  suit  of 
the  Crown.  A  scire  facias  by  the  Crown,  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  a  bond,  may  be  considered  as  an  action,  within  the 
terms  of  a  remedial  statute.  If  however  the  Court  are  of 
opinion  that  such  is  not  the  effect  of  the  statutes,  they  may 

(a)  5  Price,  444.  (6)  3  Price,  221. 
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Per  Curiam. — ^Where  a  cause  is  sent  down  to  a  new  ^ck,  of  Pieat, 
trial  ex  debito  jostitise,  and  not  by  the  discretion  of  the     *^         *  ^ 
Court,  it  is  open  on  the  whole  record.    This  case  falls,       Earl  of 

,     .  Macclesfield 

therefore,  within  the  general  rule  on  this  subject,  and  the  v. 

rule  must  be  absolute  on  payment  of  costs.  ^^^^  ^' 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Begina  v.  Wood  and  Others. 

TFeb.  1. 
HIS  was  a  scire  facias  upon  a  bond  given  by  the  de-  in  an  action  at 

fendant,  conditioned  for  the  due  exportation  of  a  quantity  crown*\he  * 
of  hops.     Wightmanj  for  the  defendants,  had  obtained  a  Counhaino 

,  power,  under 

rule,  calling  upon  the  Attorney  General  to  shew  cause  the  i  Wiii.  4,  c. 
why  a  commission  should  not  issue  for  the  examination  of  fendant's  in-* 
a  witness  in  India.  •^*°~'  !^  f'^ 

a  commission 
for  the  ezami- 
_       ,  -  _  __  .  ,....,  nation  of  wit- 

Jerms  now  shewed  cause. — This  application  is  without  nessei. 
precedent,  and  cannot  be  supported.  The  stat.  13  Greo.  3, 
c.  63,  ss.  40—44,  authorizes  the  issuing  of  a  mandamus 
for  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  India,  in  the  case  of 
indictments  or  informations  exhibited  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  for  misdemeanors  or  offences  committed  in 
India,  and  also  in  actions  at  law  or  suits  in  equity  com- 
menced or  prosecuted  by  the  East  India  Company,  or  by 
other  persons,  for  causes  of  action  arising  in  India.  The 
stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  1,  extends  the  provisions  of  the 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  63,  to  all  the  foreign  possessions  of  the  Crown, 
and  also  to  all  actions  depending  in  the  superior  Courts  at 
Westminster,  in  whatever  county  the  cause  of  action  may 
have  arisen,  and  whether  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  to  the  Judges  whereof  the  commission  may  be 
directed,  or  not.  And  s.  4  empowers  the  superior  Courts  to 
order  the  examination  upon  oath,  on  interrogatories  or 
otherwise,  before  the  Master,  of  any  witness  within  the 
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Ejceh.  of  Pieoi,  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  or  to  order  a  commission  to  issue 

for  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  oath  at  any  place  out 
of  the  jurisdiction.  By  the  former  act^  the  Crown  was 
bound  only  in  relation  to  the  criminal  cases  therein  men* 
tioned  j  by  the  latter^  the  Crown^  if  bound  at  all,  is  so  only 
with  reference  to  the  like  criminal  cases,  when  the  offence  is 
committed  in  any  of  the  foreign  possessions  of  the  Crown 
other  than  India.  This  is  a  civil  and  not  a  criminal  pro- 
ceeding, and  the  only  course  is  to  file  a  bill  in  equity : 
Bofiham  Y.Leigh  [a).  The  only  instance  in  the  books  of 
an  application  at  all  like  the  present  is  that  of  The  Attorney 
General  v.  LaragoUy  {b),  but  that  was  on  the  equity  side 
of  the  Court,  and  the  commission  was  granted  upon  a  bill 
filed.  There  is,  indeed,  a  MS.  case  in  the  office,  R,  v. 
Arthur ,  in  which  a  commission  was  granted  on  this  side  of 
the  Court,  but  the  depositions,  when  tendered  in  evidence, 
were  rejected. 

Wigktman,  contra. — ^The  conjoint  effect  of  the  13  (Jeo.  3, 
c.  63,  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  is  to  empower  the  Court  to  issue 
a  mandamus  in  this  action,  although  it  is  a  proceeding  at 
the  suit  of  the  Crown.  The  Crown  was  «learly  bound  to 
a  certain  extent  by  the  13  Greo.  3,  c.  63,  s.  40 ;  and  the 
1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  1,  extends  *'  all  and  every  the  powers, 
authorities,  provisions,  and  matters''  contained  in  the 
former  act,  one  of  which  did  bind  the  Crown,  to  all  colonies 
and  places  under  the  dominion  of  the  Crown  in  foreign 
parts,  and  to  '^  all  actions  depending  in  any  of  the  Courts 
of  law  at  Westminster."  This  language  is  sufficiently  com- 
prehensive to  include  the  case  of  an  action  at  the  suit  of 
the  Crown.  A  scire  facias  by  the  Crown,  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  a  bond,  may  be  considered  as  an  action^  within  the 
terms  of  a  remedial  statute.  If  however  the  Court  are  of 
opinion  that  such  is  not  the  effect  of  the  statutes,  they  may 

(a)  6  Price,  444.  (b)  3  Price,  221. 
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mould  the  rule^  and  direct  a  stay  of  proceedings  unless  the  Exek,  of  pieas. 
Crown  will  consent  to  a  commission ;  since  otherwise  there     ^  _ 
will  be  a  failure  of  justice. 

Lord  Abinoeb^  C.  B. — I  think  this  application  cannot 
be  granted.  The  words  of  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  2i,  as  to 
actions^  cannot  apply  to  actions  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown ; 
the  Crown  is  not  bound  unless  specially  named.  Then 
the  incorporation  of  the  provisions  of  the  13  G-eo.  3^  c.  78^ 
cannot  amount  to  more  than  if  those  provisions  had  been 
enacted  de  novo ;  and  by  them  the  Crown  is  bound  only 
as  to  indictments  and  informations. 

Parke^  B. — There  are  no  fewer  than  four  decided  ob- 
jections to  this  application^  on  the  face  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament. In  the  first  place,  upon  the  preamble,  so  much 
only  of  the  13  Geo.  3  as  relates  to  (ictions  is  incorporated 
in  the  act;  secondly,  even  supposing  that  the  clause  relating 
to  indictments  and  informations  is  imported  into  it,  that 
only  gives  a  mandamus  i  thirdly,  they  must  be  indictments 
or  informations  for  misdemeanours  or  offences  committed 
abroad ;  and  fourthly,  the  clause  applies  only  to  indict- 
ments and  informations  exhibited  in  the  Eling^s  Bench. 

Aldebson,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Bxch.  of  Pleatf 
1841. 

^      "^      ^     The  Sheffield,  Ashton-under-Lyne,  and  Manchester 

Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock. 

Jan,  15.         -v-^ 

The  Sheffield  UeBT  for  calls  on  shaTcs  in  the  above  railway.  The 
ter  Railway  declaration  was  in  the  form  given  hj  the  act  of  Parliament, 
t Si jjb7s"i'i5!  7Wi]l.  4,  c.  xxi,  8. 1 18  (a),  stating  the  defendant  to  be,  at  the 

empowered  the 
directors  from 

time  to  time  to  make  such  calls  from  the  proprietors,  on  their  respective  shares,  as  they  from  time  to 
time  should  find  necessary,  so  that  no  call  should  exceed  £10  on  each  share,  and  that  there  should 
be  an  interval  of  three  calendar  months  between  each  successive  call,  and  twenty-one  days*  notice 
should  be  given  of  every  such  call  by  advertisement  in  the  local  newspapers ;  and  the  proprie- 
tors were  thereby  required  to  pay  the  calls  on  their  shares  to  such  person,  at  such  time,  at  such 
place,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the  directors  should  from  time  to  time  direct  or  appoint.  The 
directors  made  a  resolution  for  a  call,  specifying  therein  the  amount  of  the  call,  and  the  day 
of  payment,  but  not  the  place  where,  or  the  person  to  whom,  the  payment  was  to  be  made :  but 
a  notice  of  that  call,  subsequently  inserted  in  the  local  newspapers,  according  to  the  directions 
of  the  act,  specified  all  those  matters.  In  an  action  for  the  amount  of  such  call  against  a  party 
who  was  a  proprietor  at  the  date  of  the  resolution,  of  the  notice,  and  of  the  day  appointed  for 
payment,  it  not  appearing  also  that  there  was  any  change  in  the  directory  during  that  interval : 
^^Held,  that  the  call  was  properly  made. 

By  another  resolution,  made  on  the  1 3th  of  March,  the  directors  resolved  that  a  call  of  if  5 
should  be  made  on  the  30th  of  March  instant,  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  May : — Held,  that  the 
call  was  not  invalid  because  the  resolution  was  prospective. 

Some  of  the  directors  by  whom  the  resolutions  for  the  calls  were  made,  were  members  of  a 
banking  company,  who  were  the  bankers  and  treasurers  of  the  Railway  Company,  and  as  such 
received  and  gave  receipts  for  calls,  and  paid  cheques  drawn  by  the  directors,  &c.  A  clause  of 
the  act  of  Parliament  (s.  160)  enacted,  that  no  person  concerned  or  interested  in  any  contract 
with  the  Company  should  be  capable  of  being  chosen  a  director,  and  that  if  any  director  should 
directly  or  indirectly  be  concerned  in  any  contract  with  the  Company,  he  should  thereupon  be 
immediately,  and  was  thereby,  discharged  from  the  direction :  — Heldt  that  this  clause  applied 
only  to  contracts  made  with  the  Company  in  prosecution  of  its  enterprise,  and  did  not  disqualify 
the  directors  above  mentioned. 

Another  clause  (s.  159)  directed  that  the  orders  and  proceedings  of  the  directors  should  be 
entered  in  a  book,  and  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  meeting,  and  enacted,  that  when  so  en- 
tered and  signed,  they  should  be  deemed  originals,  and  be  read  in  evidence  without  proof  of 
the  persons  making  or  entering  them  being  directors,  or  of  the  signature  of  the  chairman  :— 
Held,  that  a  book  of  proceedings,  purporting  to  be  signed  **  W.  S.,  deputy  chairman,"  was  evi- 
dence per  se,  without  proof  that  W.  S.  was  in  fact  deputy  chairman,  or  as  such  presided  at  the 
meeting. 

A  transfer  of  railway  shares  from  an  original  subscriber  to  the  undertaking,  made  before 
the  formation  of  a  register  of  proprietors  pursuant  to  the  act,  but  after  the  passing  of  the 
act  of  Parliament,  is  good,  although  the  transferror  be  never  registered  as  a  proprietor. 

Where  the  act  required  such  transfer  to  be  by  deed,  and  a  transfer  of  shares  was  executed  by 
the  seller  with  a  blank  for  the  purchaser's  name,  and  stating  the  consideration  untruly,  but  the 
purchaser  afterwards  signed  and  transmitted  to  the  Company,  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  a  proxy 
paper  describing  him  as  the  proprietor  of  the  shares: — Held,  in  an  action  by  the  Company 
against  him  for  calls  on  such  shares,  that  he  was  precluded  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the 
transfer. 

(a)  The  following  sections  of  the  Sect.  110.    The  said  Company 

act  (which  received  the  royal  assent  shall  and  they  arc  hereby  required 

5th  May,  1837)  were  referred  to  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion  may 

in  the  course  of  the  argument,  and  require,  to  cause  the  names  of  the 

are  material  to  the  case  : —  several  corporations  and  the  names 
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several  times  of  the  making  of  the  several  calls  thereinafter  ExtA,  of  PUas, 
mentioned,  and  from  thence  continually  to  the  commence-  '  ^ 

ment  of  this  suit,  a  proprietor  of  twenty  shares  in  the  said     Sheffield 
undertaking,  and  to  be  indebted  to  the  Company  in  the   Manchester 

Railway  Co. 


and  additions  of  the  several  persons 
who  shall  then  he  or  who  shall 
from  time  to  time  thereafter  be- 
come entitled  to  shares  in  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  said  Company, 
with  the  number  of  shares  they  are 
respectively  entitled  to,  and  the 
amoimt  of  the  subscriptions  paid 
thereon,  and  also  the  proper  num- 
ber by  which  every  share  shall  be 
distinguished  as  aforesaid,  to  be 
fairly  and  distinctly  entered  in  a 
book  to  be  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the 
said  Company,  and  after  such  entry 
made,  to  cause  their  common  seal 
to  be  affixed  thereto  ;  and  the  said 
Company  shall  from  time  to  time 
cause  a  certificate  or  ticket,  with 
their  common  seal  affixed  thereto, 
to  be  delivered  to  every  such  pro- 
prietor, on  demand,  specifying  the 
share  or  shares  to  which  such  pro- 
prietor is  entitled,  such  proprietor 
paying  to  the  clerk  of  the  said 
Company  the  sum  of  two  shillings 
and  sixpence,  and  no  more,  for  every 
such  certificate  or  ticket ;  and  such 
certificate  or  ticket  shall  be  admitted 
in  all  courts  whatsoever,  as  prim& 
facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  such 
respective  proprietors,  their  succes- 
sors, executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  to  the  share  or  shares  there- 
in specified ;  and  such  certificate  or 
ticket  may  be  in  the  words  or  to  the 
effect  following ;  that  is  to  say, 

'  Sheffield,   Ashton-under-Lyne, 
and  Manchester  Kaflway  Company. 
*  Number 

*  These  are  to  certify  that  A.  B., 
of  [or  the  name  of  the  cor- 


poration] is  the  proprietor  of  the 
share  [or  shares],  number  of 
the  Sheffield,  Ashton-under-Lyne, 
and  Manchester  Railway  Com- 
pany, subject  to  the  rules,  regula- 
tions, and  orders  of  the  said  Com- 
pany. Given  under  the  common 
seal  of  the  said  Company  the 
day  of  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord 

Sect  113.  The  several  persons 
who  have  subscribed,  or  who  shall 
hereafter  subscribe  or  agree  to  ad- 
vance or  pay  any  money  for  or 
towards  the  said  undertaking,  shall 
and  they  are  hereby  required  to 
pay  the  respective  sums  of  money 
by  them  respectively  subscribed  or 
agreed  to  be  paid,  or  such  parts  or 
proportions  thereof  as  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  called  for  by  the 
directors  of  the  said  Company, 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  powers  of 
this  act,  at  such  times  and  places 
and  to  such  persons  as  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  directed  by  the 
said  Directors;  and  in  case  any 
party  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay 
as  aforesaid  the  money  by  him  so 
subscribed  for,  or  the  part  thereof 
so  called  for,  at  the  time  or  respec- 
tive times  and  in  the  manner 
required  for  that  purpose,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Company  to 
sue  for  and  recover  the  same,  with 
full  costs  of  suit,  in  any  court  of 
law  or  equity,  together  with  inte- 
rest on  every  such  unpaid  sum  of 
money  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  centum 
from  the  time  when  the  same  was 
directed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid  up 
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Bxeh,  of  PUat,  sum  of  ^£450  for  four  calls  of  2/.  10^.,  £5,  £5,  and  £10 

.    ^      .  respectively.    The  defendant  pleaded^  first,  non  assumpsit; 

Sheffield  secondly,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  calls  in  the  de- 

Manchestsr  claration  mentioned,  he  the  defendant  was  not  a  proprietor 

Railway  Co. 


Woodcock. 


to  the  day  of  the  actual  payment 
thereof. 

Sect.  115.  The  durecton  of  the 
said  Company  shall  have  power 
from  time  to  time  to  make  such 
calls  of  money  from  the  proprietors 
of  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  the 
said  Company  who  shall  not  have 
already  paid  the  full  amount  due 
or  payable  in  respect  of  their  re- 
spective shares,  to  defray  the  ex- 
pense of  the  sud  railway  and  carry 
on  the  same,  as  they  from  time  to 
time  shall  find  necessary,  so  that 
no  such  call  shall  at  any  one  time 
exceed  the  sum  often  pounds  upon 
each  share  which  any  person  or 
corporation  shall  be  possessed  of  or 
entitled  unto  in  the  said  under- 
taking, and  that  there  shall  be  an 
interval  of  three  calendar  months 
at  the  least  between  each  successive 
call)  and  twenty-one  days'  notice 
at  the  least  shall  be  given  of  every 
such  call  by  advertisement  in  one 
or  more  newspaper  or  newspapers 
published  or  circulated  in  each  of 
the  counties  of  York,  Derby,  Ches- 
ter, and  Lancaster ;  and  the  several 
proprietors  of  shares  in  the  capital 
stock  of  the  Company  shall  and 
they  are  hereby  required  to  pay 
the  sum  or  sums  of  money  sub- 
scribed for  or  payable  in  respect  or 
on  account  of  their  several  and  re- 
spective shares,  or  so  much  thereof 
as  shall  not  have  been  previously 
paid  up  by  such  calls  or  instal- 
ments, to  such  person,  at  such 
time,  at  such  place,  and  in  such 


manner  as  the  directors  of  the  said 
Company  shall  from  time  to  time 
direct  or  appoint,  for  the  use  of  the 
said  undertaking ;  and  if  any  pro- 
prietor of  any  such  share  shall  not 
from  time  to  time  pay  the  rateable 
proportion  or  call  or  instalment 
due  in  respect  of  each  such  share 
to  the  person  and  at  the  time  and 
place  and  in  the  manner  to  be  i^ 
pointed  for  payment  thereof  as 
herein-before  mentioned,  then  and 
in  such  case  and  so  often  as  the 
same  shall  happen,  such  proprietor 
shall  pay  interest  for  the  amount 
which  shall  be  so  unpaid  after  the 
rate  of  5/.  per  centum  per  annum 
from  the  day  appointed  for  the 
pajrment  thereof  up  to  the  time 
when  the  same  shall  be  actually 
paid  :  Provided,  that  no  proprietor 
of  any  share  in  the  capital  stock  of 
the  said  Company  shall,  under  the 
authority  of  this  act,  be  called 
upon  or  be  liable  to  pay  any 
greater  sum  of  money  than  with 
the  principal  money  already  paid 
on  account  of  the  subscription  for 
such  shares  will  amount  to  the  sum 
of  £100  in  respect  of  each  such 
share,  over  and  besides  any  interest 
paid  or  payable  by  reason  <^  de&olt 
in  payment  of  calls  as  aforesaid. 

Sect.  118.  In  any  action  to  be 
brought  by  the  said  Company 
against  any  proprietor  of  any  diare 
in  the  said  undertaking  to  recover 
any  money  due  and  payable  to 
such  Company  for  or  by  reason  of 
any  call  made  by  virtue  of  this  act. 
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of  the  said  shares  in  the  said  undertaking  in  the  declara-  Exeh. 

tion  mentioned^  modo  et  f orin& : — on  which  issues  were     ^ 

joined.  Shi 

At  the  trial  before  Rolfs,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes^    man 


it  than  be  sufficient  for  the  said 
Company  to  declare  and  allege 
that  the  defendant,  being  a  propri- 
etor of  a  share  in  the  said  under- 
taking, is  indebted  to  the  said 
Company  in  a  certain  sum  of  mo- 
ney,  being  the  same  sum  or  there- 
abouts as  the  calls  unpaid  shall 
amount  to,  for  so  many  calls  of 
such  sums  of  money  upon  such 
share  or  so  many  shares  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  whereby  an  ac- 
tion hath  accrued  to  the  said  Com- 
pany by  virtue  of  this  act,  without 
setting  forth  the  special  matter; 
and  on  the  trial  of  such  action 
it  shall  only  be  necessary  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  at  the  time  of 
making  such  respective  calls  was  a 
proprietor  of  a  share  or  shares  in 
the  said  undertaking  as  such  action 
is  brought  in  respect  of,  or  some 
one  such  share,  and  that  such  no- 
tice was  given  as  is  directed  by  thb 
act  of  such  calls  having  been  made, 
without  proving  the  appointment 
of  the  directors  who  made  such 
respective  calls,  or  any  other  mat- 
ter or  thing  whatsoever ;  and  the 
■aid  Company  shall  thereupon  be 
entitled  to  recover  what  shall  ap- 
pear due  (including  interest  com- 
puted as  aforesaid)  on  such  calls, 
unless  it  shall  appear  that  any  such 
call  exceed  ten  pounds  for  every 
■bare,  and  was  made  within  the 
distance  of  three  calendar  months 
fVom  the  last  preceding  call ;  and 
in  order  to  prove  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  proprietor  of  such  alleged 


shares,  the  production  'of  the  book 
in  which  the  said  Company  is  by 
this  act  directed  to  enter  and  keep 
the  names  and  additions  of  the 
several  proprietors  of  shares  in  the 
said  undertaking,  with  the  number 
of  shares  they  are  respectively  en- 
titled to  hold,  and  of  the  several 
persons  and  corporations  who  shall 
from  time  to  time  become  proprie- 
tors thereof  or  be  entitled  to  shares 
therein,  shall  be  primft  facie  evi- 
dence that  such  defendant  is  a  pro- 
prietor, and  of  the  number  and 
amount  of  hb  shares  therein,  pro- 
vided that  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  record  substantially 
agrees  with  that  in  such  book ;  and 
in  order  to  prove  that  such  notice 
was  given  as  aforesaid,  the  produc- 
tion of  such  newspapers  as  afore- 
said, containing  such  advertisement 
as  by  this  act  required,  shall  be  pri- 
m&  facie  evidence  that  such  adver- 
tisements were  duly  inserted  in 
such  newspapers,  and  that  such 
newspapers  were  printed  and  pub- 
Ibhed  respectively  at  the  respective 
times  they  bear  date,  and  by  such 
printer,  or  printer  and  publisher, 
and  at  such  places  and  by  such  per- 
sons respectively  as  they  purport  to 
be  printed,  or  printed  andpublished, 
by  and  at  respectively. 

Sect  1 25.  It  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  several  proprieiors  of  shares  in 
the  said  undertaking,  and  their  re- 
spective executors,  administrators, 
and  successors,  by  writing  duly 
stamped,  in  which  the  consider- 
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h.  of  PUoi,  it  appeared  that  the  first  general  meeting  of  the  Company, 
pursuant  to  the  142nd  section  of  the  act  of  Parliament, 
was  held  on  the  27th  of  October  1837,  when  sixteen 
directors  were  elected,  of  whom  thirteen  were  among  those 
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ation  for  the  same  shall  he  duly 
stated,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  any 
share  or  shares  to  which  they  shall 
respectively  he  entitled  therein, 
subject  to  the  rules  and  conditions 
in  this  act  mentioned;  and  the 
form  of  conveyance  of  such  share 
or  shares  may  he  in  the  following 
words  or  to  the  like  effect,  varying 
the  names  and  descriptions  of  the 
contracting  parties  as  the  case  may 
require ;  that  is  to  say, 

**  Sheffield,  Ashton-under-Lyne, 
and  Manchester  Railway. 

**  I  A.  B.,  of  in  considera- 

tion of  the  sum  of  paid  to 

me  hy  C.  D.,  of  do  hereby 

assign  and  transfer  to  the  said 
C.  D.,  share  numbered  of 
and  in  the  imdertaking  called  *  The 
Sheffield,  Ashton-under-Lyne,  and 
Manchester  Railway/  to  hold  unto 
the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  [or  suc- 
cessors and  assigns],  subject  to  the 
several  conditions  on  which  I  held 
the  same  immediately  before  the 
execution  hereof;  and  I  the  said 
C.  D.  do  hereby  agree  to  accept 
and  take  the  said  share,  subject  to 
the  conditions  aforesaid.  As  witness 
our  hands  and  seals  this  day  of 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord        ." 

And  in  every  such  sale  the  deed 
or  conveyance  (being  executed  by 
the  seller  and  purchaser  of  such 
share  or  shares)  shall  be  kept  by 
the  clerk  of  the  said  Company, 
&c.  &c. 

Sect.  127.  No  person  or  corpo- 


ration shall  sell  or  transfer  any 
share  which  he  or  they  shall  pos- 
sess in  the  said  undertaking,  after 
any  call  shall  have  been  made  by 
the  said  directors  for  any  sum  of 
money  in  respect  of  such  share, 
unless  he  or  they,  at  the  time  of 
such  sale  or  transfer,  shall  have 
paid  the  full  sum  of  money  which 
shall  have  been  called  for  in  re- 
spect of  each  share. 

Sect  150.  No  officer  of  the 
said  Company  receiving  a  salary, 
nor  any  person  concerned  or  in- 
terested in  any  contract  with  the 
said  Company,  shall  be  capable 
of  being  chosen  a  director  of  the 
said  Company,  nor  shall  any  di- 
rector be  capable  of  accepting  any 
other  office  or  place  of  trust  or 
profit  under  the  said  Company,  or 
of  being  concerned  or  interested  in 
any  contract  with  the  said  Com- 
pany during  tlie  time  he  shall  be 
a  director  of  the  said  Company; 
and  if  any  director  of  the  said  Coat- 
pany  shall  at  any  time  whilst  sudi 
director  accept  or  continue  to  hold 
any  other  office  or  place  of  tmst  or 
profit  under  the  said  Company,  or 
if  any  director,  or  any  secretaiy, 
clerk,  treasurer,  or  other  officer  or 
servant  of  the  said  Company,  shall, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  be  cob- 
cemed  in  any  contract  with  the 
said  Company,  or  shall  participate 
in  any  manner  in  any  work  to  be 
done  for  or  goods  to  be  sold  to  die 
said  Company,  every  such  director, 
derk,  secretary,  treasurer,  or  other 
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named  as  the  first  directors  in  tlie  152nd  section  of  the  ^'c/#.  of  Pieat, 
act.     Three  of  these  (one  being  Mr.  William  Sidebottom, 
the   deputy  chairman)    were   partners   in   the   Liverpool 
and  Manchester  District  Banking  Company.     That  Com- 


ofiicer  or  servant  shall  thereupon 
be  immediately  and  is  hereby  dis- 
charged from  the  direction,  office, 
8er\*ice,  or  employ  of,  in,  or  under 
the  said  Company,  and  rendered 
incapable  of  being  thereafter  em- 
ployed by  them,  unless  re-appoint- 
ed, and  such  re-appointment  be 
confirmed  at  some  general  or  spe- 
cial general  meeting  of  the  said 
Company. 

Sect  152  enacts,  that  sixteen 
persons  therein  named,  and  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
or  such  of  them  as  shall  continue 
to  act,  shall  be  the  first  directors 
of  the  said  Company,  and  shall 
continue  in  ofhce  until  the  first 
general  meeting  of  the  said  Com- 
pany to  be  held  in  pursuance  of 
this  act;  and  they  the  said  di- 
rectors hereinbefore  named  shall 
and  they  are  hereby  required  to 
fix  the  time  and  place  of  such  first 
general  meeting  within  the  limit 
hereinbefore  prescribed,  and  to  give 
notice  thereof  in  the  manner  here- 
inbefore directed  as  to  general 
meetings  of  tlie  said  Company ;  and 
until  such  first  general  meeting 
shall  be  holden,  and  such  directors 
shall  have  been  duly  elected  as 
hereinafter  prescribed,  the  said  di- 
rectors hereinbefore  named,  or  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or 
such  of  them  as  shall  continue  to 
act,  shall  and  lawfully  may  allot 
the  shares  (if  any)  remaining  un- 
disposed cf  in  the  said  undertaking, 
as  they  the  said  directors  shall  think 
fit,  and  shall  and  may  exercise  all 


other  powers  and  authorities  which 
are  by  this  act  given  to,  or  which 
may  be  exercised  by  the  directors 
who  may  be  elected  in  pursuance 
hereof  at  the  first  or  at  any  subse- 
quent general  meeting  of  the  said 
Company. 

Sect.  153  empowers  the  direct- 
ors, at  their  first  meeting,  and 
afterwards  yearly,  to  apj)oint  a 
chairman  and  deputy  chairman. 

Sect.  154  provides,  that  the 
chairman,  or  in  his  absence  the 
deputy  chairman,  shall  preside  at 
all  meetings  of  the  Company. 

Sect  159.  The  orders  and  pro- 
ceedings of  all  meetings,  as  well 
general  as  special  general,  of  the 
said  Company  and  of  the  said  di- 
rectors, and  of  such  committees 
respectively  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
entered  in  some  book  or  books  to 
be  provided  and  kept  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  shall  be  signed  by  the 
chairman  of  such  respective  meet- 
ings ;  and  such  orders  and  proceed- 
ingSi  when  so  entered  and  signed, 
shall  be  deemed  original  orders 
and  proceedings,  and  shall  be  al- 
lowed to  be  read  in  evidence  in  all 
courts,  and  before  all  judges,  jus- 
tices, and  others,  and  that  without 
proof  of  such  respective  meetings 
having  been  duly  convened,  or  of 
the  persons  making  or  entering 
such  orders  or  proceedings  being 
proprietors,  or  being  directors  or 
members  of  the  committees,  or  of 
the  signature  of  such  chairman,  as 
the  case  may  be,  all  of  which  last- 
mentioned  acts  shall  be  presumed. 
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EsdL  y  PUmt^  pany,  CTer  since  the  formation  of  the  Railway  Com- 
^^^*  ^  ffiny,  acted  as  its  bankers  and  treasurers,  having  been 
formally  appointed  by  the  directors ;  and  in  that  capa- 
city they  receive  caUs  and  give  receipts  for  them,  and 
pay  money  on  cheques  signed  by  the  directors,  and  the 
clerk  and  secretary.  The  Company^s  seal  was  not  affixed 
to  a  register  of  the  proprietors,  pursuant  to  the  110th 
section  of  the  act,  until  the  month  of  February  1838. 
The  shares  in  question  were  transferred  to  the  defendant 
by  Messrs.  Leeds  &  Son,  brokers,  of  Manchester,  in  De- 
cember 1837.  Leeds  &  Son  were  parties  to  the  subscrip- 
tion deed  entered  into  on  the  original  formation  of  the 
Company.  The  transfer  delivered  to  the  defendant  with 
the  shares  had  a  blank  for  the  purchaser's  name.  The 
consideration  was  stated  in  it  to  be  the  sum  of  18/.  15^.,  or 
18f.  9d.  per  share ;  but  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that 
the  sum  really  paid  was  £20,  t.  e.  £1  per  share.  The 
defendant,  after  receiving  this  transfer,  signed  a  proxy 
paper  in  the  form  directed  by  the  120th  section  of  the  act, 
and  transmitted  it  to  the  secretary ;  and  his  name  was  in 
consequence  entered  in  the  register,  on  its  formation,  as 
the  proprietor  of  the  shares  in  question. 

On  the  13th  March  1839,  the  directors  resolved  that  a 
call  of  2/.  10^.  per  share  should  be  made  on  the  30th  of 
March  then  instant,  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  May  fol- 
lowing. This  was  the  first  call  that  was  the  subject  of  this 
action.  The  other  three  calls  were  made  in  pursuance  of 
subsequent  resolutions,  by  which  they  were  expressed  to 
be  payable  on  the  6th  of  August  1839,  the  1st  of  January 
1840,  and  the  1st  of  May  1840  respectively.  AH  the 
resolutions  purported  to  be  signed  by  "William  Side- 
bottom,  deputj'  chairman;*'  but  no  evidence  was  given 
to  shew  that  in  fact  Mr.  Sidebottom  presided  as  de- 
puty chairman  at  the  several  meetings  at  which  the 
calls  were  resolved  upon.  The  defendant's  counsel  ob- 
jected to  the  admissibility  of  the  book  in  which  the  resola- 
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tions  were  entered,  unless  such  evidence  were  given :  but  Exch.  of  P!e<u, 

•  1841 

the  learned  Judge  admitted  it.     None  of  the  resolutions  ^ 

specified  the  place  where,  or  the  person  to  whom,  payment     Sueppield 
was  to  be  made :  but  shortly  after  the  passing  of  each  of   Manchester 
the  resolutions,  notices  were  inserted  in  the  local  news-  ^^ 

papers,  pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  act  of  Parliament,     Woodcock. 
signed,  "  by  order  of  the  directors,^'  by  the  clerk  and  secre- 
tary, stating,  that  '^  the  directors  having  resolved  to  make 

a  call^^  for  an  instalment  of per  share,  the  proprietors 

were  required  to  pay  the  said  call,  on  or  before  &c.,  to 
some  one  of  the  under-mentioned  bankers  (amongst  others, 
the  Manchester  and  Liverpool  District  Bank,  Manchester). 

Several  objections  were  taken  for  the  defendant  at  the 
trial.  First,  that  none  of  the  (alls  were  duly  made, 
inasmuch  as  the  election  of  directors  on  the  27th  of 
October  1837  was  void,  not  being  made  by  registered  pro- 
prietors ;  2ndly,  that  the  fact  of  Mr.  Sidebottom  and  the 
other  two  directors  being  also  partners  in  the  Bank  dis- 
qualified them,  under  the  150th  section  of  the  act,  from 
acting,  and  therefore  also  the  calls  were  not  duly  made ; 
Srdly,  that  the  time  and  place  of  payment  of  the  calls 
ought  to  have  been  specified  in  the  resolutions,  in  order 
to  entitle  the  Company  to  recover  them ;  4thly,  that  at 
all  events  they  were  not  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of 
the  first  call,  for  that  the  resolution  to  make  a  call  infuturo 
was  not  valid ;  5thly,  that  the  transfer  to  the  defendant, 
being  from  parties  who  were  not  registered  proprietors,  was 
void ;  and  lastly,  that  it  was  also  void  for  not  setting  forth 
the  consideration  truly.  The  learned  Judge  thought  that 
the  defendant  was  precluded  from  insisting  upon  either  of 
the  two  last  objections,  by  reason  of  his  having  signed  the 
proxy  paper,  and  so  represented  himself  to  the  Company 
as  the  proprietor  of  the  shares.  His  Lordship,  however,  re- 
served all  the  points  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  and 
a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Cresswell  accordingly  moved  for  a 
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£rch.  of  Pleat,  nonsuit^poTSuaut  toleavereservcd^or  for  anew  trial. — First, 
N^.^^^J^x  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  book  in  which  the  resolutions 
Sheffield     yj^ere  entered.   The  159th  section  only  dispenses  with  proof 

Manchester  of  the  handwriting,  and  that  the  parties  signing  are  direc- 
tors; but  to  make  the  proceedings  good^  they  must  be 
signed  by  the  chairman  or  deputy  chairman^  and  there 
was  no  proof  that  Mr.  Sidebottom  was  there  in  the  latter 
capacity.  The  book  is  only  made  evidence  taken  so  signed. 
[Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  act  means  that  the  book  is  to  be 
evidence  of  every  thing  on  the  face  of  it.  Parke,  B. — ^The 
effect  is^  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  signature  was  that 
of  the  individual  who  was  the  deputy  chairman.] 

Secondly,  the  proceedings  were  invalid,  by  reason  of 
some  of  the  directors  who  were  parties  to  them  being  also 
members  of  the  Banking  Company.  The  150th  section 
expressly  enacts,  that  if  any  director  shall,  either  directly 
or  indirectly,  be  concerned  in  any  contract  with  the  Com- 
pany, he  shall  ipso  facto  be  discharged  from  the  direction. 
Here  is  a  loan  of  money  by  the  Bank  to  the  Company, 
and  therefore  a  contract  with  the  Company.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — The  clause  clearly  applies  to  contracts 
with  the  Company  in  the  execution  of  its  enterprise.] 

Thirdly,  the  transfer  to  the  defendant  was  void,  first, 
by  reason  of  the  purchaser's  name  being  left  in  blank,  and 
secondly,  by  reason  of  the  consideration  being  untruly 
stated.  It  is  said  that  the  defendant,  having  afterwards 
signed  a  proxy  paper  describing  himself  as  the  proprietor, 
and  delivered  it  to  the  Company,  is  precluded  from  the  be- 
nefit of  this  objection.  But  the  instrument  must  be  a  per- 
fect deed  at  the  time  of  delivery :  Hibblewhite  v.  M^Mth 
rine  (a).  It  is  clear  there  could  be  no  estoppel  as  against 
the  Company,  who  are  no  parties  to  the  deed;  but  estop- 
pels must  be  mutual.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the 
Company's  position  was  altered  by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant.    [Parke,  B. — The  defendant  held  out  false  colours, 

(a)  C  M.  &  W.  200. 
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to  induce  the  Company  to  register  him  as  a  proprietor,  Ejch.  of  Pinu, 
and  therefore  to  bring  this  action  against  him.     It  is  a     ^     ^      - 
universal  rule  of  law,  that  where  a  party  makes  a  repre-     Sheffield 

AND 

sentation  to  another,  whereby  the  situation  of  the  latter    manchfster 
is  altered,  he  is  bound  thereby.]     That  principle  has  never   R^'"-^^^^  ^^• 
been  extended  to  such  a  case  as  this.     The  Company  can     Woodcock. 
have  no  claim  upon  the  defendant,  except  in  respect  of 
his  ownership  of  the  shares.     Nor  had  they  any  right  to 
allow  parties  to  pretend  to  transfer  shares  before  a  regis- 
ter of  the  proprietors  existed.     There  is  no  case  in  which 
a  different  effect  has  been  given  to  a  deed,  because  a  party 
to  it  has  made  a  statement  of  his  interest  under  it.     This 
is  no  estoppel  in  point  of  law,  and  could  not  be  so  pleaded. 
Upon  these  several  points  the  Court  refused  a  rule,  but 
granted  it  upon  all  the  other  gi'ounds  of  objection.  Against 
this  rule 

Wtghtman  (with  whom  was  Sir  W.  W.  FoUett)  shewed 
cause  in  this  term  (Jan,  13). — First,  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  resolutions  for  the  calls  should  specify  the  place 
where,  and  the  person  to  whom  they  should  be  paid ;  that 
might  well  be  done  by  the  subsequent  advertisement.  All 
that  is  required  in  terms  by  the  115th  section  is,  that 
twenty-one  days'  notice  shall  be  given  of  every  call  by  ad- 
vertisement in  the  newspapers,  and  the  proprietors  are  re- 
quired to  pay  their  calls  to  such  person,  at  such  time  and  in 
such  manner,  as  the  directors  shall  yrom  time  to  time  direct 
or  appoint.  Here  the  notice,  given  accordingly  by  the  order 
of  the  directors,  does  specify  the  persons,  and  the  time 
and  place  of  payment ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  render  it 
necessary  that  this  should  be  a  part  of  the  original  reso- 
lution. This  point  has,  indeed,  already  been  expressly 
decided  by  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  The  Great  North  of 
England  Railway  Company  v.  Biddulph  (a),  where  the  ques- 
tion was  fully  argued.    The  time  of  payment  is  the  only 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  243. 
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Ejcch.  of  Phas,  material  thing  for  the  proprietors  to  be  apprised  of  in  the 
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>    ^      ^     first  instance,   and  that  is  specified  in  the  resolution. 
Sheffield     Whether  the  call  be  considered  as  being  made  by  the  reso- 

AND 

Manchester  lution  or  by  the  notice^  the  requisites  of  the  act  are  com- 
Railway  o.  pj.^^  ^^j^  i^y  ^j^^  latter  being  given  in  due  form,  twenty- 
one  days  before  the  time  of  payment.  \_Parke,  B. — ^The 
notice  in  the  newspaper,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  the  call;  it 
is  equivalent  to  a  demand  on  each  proprietor  personally, 
in  the  terms  of  that  notice.  Alderson,  B. — All  that  the 
Company  are  required,  by  the  118th  section,  to  prove  in 
an  action  for  calls,  is,  that  the  defendant  was  a  proprietor 
at  the  time  of  making  the  calls,  and  that  notice  of  the 
calls  was  given  according  to  section  115.]  It  was  wholly 
unnecessary,  therefore,  for  the  plaintiffs  to  have  produced 
the  resolution  at  all. 

Another  objection  is  taken  to  the  fijrst  call,  that  the 
resolution  for  making  it  is  prospective.  But  the  call 
was  in  efilect  made  on  the  30th  of  March;  and  at  all 
events,  the  proprietors  had  due  notice  of  it  by  the  ad- 
vertisement, within  the  time  limited  by  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. 

[With  regard  to  the  objection  that  the  directors  by 
whom  the  call  was  made  were  not  duly  elected,  it  appeared, 
on  an  examination  of  the  Company's  books,  that  at  every 
meeting  at  which  any  of  the  calls  in  question  was  made, 
five  at  least  of  the  directors  named  in  the  152nd  section 
of  the  act  were  present ;  even,  therefore,  if  the  election  of 
directors  at  the  meeting  of  the  27th  of  October  was  in- 
valid, so  that  the  original  directors  continued  in  office,  the 
proceedings  were  good. 

And  as  to  the  objection  that  the  transfer  to  the  defend- 
ant was  invalid,  being  made  by  subscribers  not  registered, 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  the 
case  of  7%e  Grand  Junction  Eatbaay  Co.  v.  Freenum, 
(delivered  this  day),  in  which  the  like  objection  was  held 
to  be  unfounded,  was  relied  on.] 
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Cresswelly  Dundas,  Crompton,  and  Cowling^  in  support  ^ch,  of  Pleat, 
of  the  rule. — First,  as  to  the  suf&ciency  of  the  calls  gene-  '  ^ 

rally.     The  resolution  of  the  directors  is  itself  the  call,      Sheffield 

AND 

and  ought,  therefore,  to  specify  the  place  and  manner  of  Manchester 
payment.  The  1 15th  section  requires,  first,  that  a  call  shall  ^^""-^^^  ^°- 
be  made  by  the  directors ; — ^that  is  done  by  the  resolution ;  Woodcock. 
and  then  that  there  shall  be  notice  of  the  call  having  been 
made,  which  is  given  by  the  advertisement.  The  notice 
itself  refers  to  the  resolution  as  the  call;  it  speaks  of 
a  call  having  been  theretofore  made.  If  the  act  had 
intended  the  publication  in  the  newspaper  to  be  itself 
the  call,  it  would  have  so  stated ;  the  words  would  have 
been — *'  shall  have  power  to  make  such  calls,  fee.,  by  adver- 
tisement in  one  or  more  newspapers,^^  &c.  It  certainly 
is  at  the  time  of  the  resolution  that  the  directors  '*  find  it 
necessary^'  to  make  the  call.  The  making  of  the  call  is  that 
which  is  the  act  of  the  directors,  viz.  the  resolution,  of 
which  the  proprietors  are  afterwards  advertised  by  the 
newspapers.  The  notice  in  the  newspapers  may  be  given 
by  the  clerk,  and  the  two  cannot  be  put  together  so  as  to 
make  one  valid  act;  there  must  be  the  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion of  the  directors  upon  the  whole.  The  time  and 
place  are  matters  most  material  to  the  proprietors ;  if  the 
time  of  payment  were  varied,  it  would  be  in  efiect  ordering 
the  payment  of  a  different  sum  of  money ;  so  also,  the 
place  is  to  be  mentioned  as  a  security  to  the  shareholders, 
who  would  otherwise  be  bound  to  pay  generally.  These 
matters,  thus  important,  cannot  be  delegated  to  the  clerk. 
The  resolution,  therefore,  is  the  call,  though  it  cannot  be 
enforced  until  notice — as  a  Judge's  order  cannot  be  en- 
forced until  service  of  it.  The  113th  section  favours  this 
construction ;  directing  that  the  subscribers  shall  pay  their 
subscriptions,  or  such  parts  of  them  as  shall  from  time  to 
time  be  called  for  by  the  directors,  i.  e.  by  their  resolution, 
at  such  times  and  places  and  to  such  persons  as  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  directed  by  the  directors ;  and  on  their 
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Ejtch.  of  Pitas,  neglect  SO  to  pav^  that  the  Company  may  sue  for  and 
^  ^^y*  ^  recover  the  same,  with  interest  from  the  time  when 
Sheffield     the  same  was  directed  to  be  paid^  up  to  the  day  of  pay- 

AN  D 

Manchester  Toient.  So,  section  118  requires  that  the  party  sued 
Railway  Co.  gj^j^jj  ]^g  proved  to  have  been  a  proprietor  at  the  time  of 
Woodcock,  making  the  Calls,  and  that  notice  was  given  of  the  calls 
having  been  made  :  implying  that  the  call  and  the  notice 
are  different  things.  If  the  advertisement  be  the  call,  it 
would  have  been  only  necessary  to  say,  that  it  should  be 
sufficient  to  prove  the  advertisement,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  proprietor  at  the  time  therein  mentioned.  When 
does  the  party  become  liable  to  pay, — ^from  the  date  of  the 
resolution,  or  of  the  notice  ?  Again,  from  what  period  is 
he  prevented,  by  the  127th  section,  from  transferring  his 
shares  after  a  call  made?  Suppose  a  resolution  made  on 
the  1st  of  August,  and  advertised  on  the  20th,  can  a  share 
be  transferred  between  those  days  without  payment  of  the 
call?  Again,  suppose  there  were  an  interval  of  three 
months  between  two  successive  advertisements,  but  not  be- 
tween the  resolutions;  would  both  the  calls  be  well  made? 
[Rolfe,  B. — On  the  other  hand,  suppose  there  were  a  reso- 
lution on  the  1st  of  April  for  a  call  to  be  paid  on  the  Ist 
of  July ;  and  on  the  2nd  of  July  another  resolution  for  a 
call  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  August :  that  would  make  two 
payments  within  a  month.  It  is  quite  immaterial  to  the 
shareholders  when  the  resolutions  are  made ;  not  so  when 
the  payments  are  to  be  made.]  The  clauses  which  have 
been  referred  to  are  all  in  derogation  of  the  common  law, 
and  ought  to  be  construed  strictly  against  the  Company. 
The  directors  do  not  perform  their  duty  unless  they  keep 
a  book  in  which,  for  the  protection  of  the  proprietors,  they 
enter  all  that  they  have  done,  that  when  they  are  suing 
any  of  the  proprietors,  they  may  have  regular  proceedings 
to  shew  against  them.  If  then  the  resolution  be  the  call, 
it  ought  to  specify  the  place  and  manner  of  payment. 
Further,  if  the  advertisement  be  the  call,  all  is  executory 
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until  then :  the  resolution  is  only  that  the  directors  will  ^'^^'  ^-f  ^^^» 

.  .  1841. 

thereafter  do  something,  which  may  be  after  they  go  out 

of  oflSce.     Surely  all  must  be  perfected  while  the  directors 
who  resolved  upon  the  call  remain  in  ofSce. 

But  to  the  first  call  the  additional  objection  applies^ 
that  upon  the  face  of  the  resolution^  it  only  imports  that 
a  call  shall  be  made  in  futuro.  Can  the  directors  make 
a  call  by  resolving  that  they  will  do  it  on  a  future  day  ? 
A  different  class  of  proprietors  may  be  bounds  and  a  differ- 
ent body  of  directors  may  be  the  parties  to  make  it,  who 
may  dissent  from  the  act  of  their  predecessors.  Could 
they  resolve  that  a  call  should  be  made  at  any  indefinite 
distance  of  time  thereafter?  [^Alderson,  B. — They  may 
know  that  debts  will  fall  due  on  a  future  day,  and  find  it 
equally  necessary  to  make  a  call  on  that  day  as  in  prae- 
senti.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 


Parke,  B. — The  only  questions  which  remained  for 
consideration  in  this  case  were  two.  First,  whether  the 
resolutions  of  the  directors,  that  calls  should  be  made, 
were  valid,  inasmuch  as  neither  the  person  to  whom,  nor 
the  place  where,  payment  should  be  made,  were  specified 
in  the  resolutions  themselves.  Secondly,  whether  a  reso- 
lution of  the  directors,  that  a  call  should  be  made  at  a 
future  day,  was  authorized  by  the  statute,  and  binding  on 
the  proprietors.  The  first  of  these  objections  applied  to 
all  the  four  calls  which  are  the  subject  of  this  action,  the 
second  to  one  only. 

We  think  that  both  these  objections  are  unfounded,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover. 

The  115th  section  provides  for  the  making  of  calls,  and 
is  as  follows :  [His  Lordship  read  it.]  There  appears  to 
us  to  be  nothin«»  in  the  115th  section,  nor  in  any  other  part 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  of  the  act,  which  requires  the  directors  to  fix  the  person 
'  ^  to  whom  and  the  place  where  the  payment  is  to  be  made, 
Sheffield  at  the  same  time  that  they  resolve  that  a  call  shall  be  made, 
Manchester  and  as  part  of  the  same  resolution.  It  seems  to  us  to  be 
AiLWAY  o.  Qpg^  ^Q  them  to  fix  such  person,  as  well  as  the  time  and 
Woodcock,  place  of  payment,  at  a  different  period,  and  by  a  distinct 
act.  A  question  indeed  may  arise  in  some  cases,  where 
there  has  been  a  change  of  proprietorship  by  transfer,  what 
is  the  time  of  making  a  call,  which  fixes  the  liability  of  the 
then  proprietor  of  a  share  under  the  118th  section,  and 
which  prevents  the  free  transfer  of  a  share  under  the  127th 
section ;  whether  it  is  to  date  firom  the  original  resolution, 
from  the  time  of  fixing  the  mode  of  payment,  of  giving 
notice  in  the  newspapers,  or  even  from  the  period  when 
the  calls  become  due.  It  may  be  that  the  resolution  of 
the  directors  is  only  an  inchoate  act,  and  that  the  call  is 
not  complete  until  the  mode  of  payment  is  appointed  and 
notice  thereof  given ;  so  that  no  one  is  liable,  unless  he  be 
a  proprietor  when  the  whole  of  these  circumstances  have 
occurred ;  and  until  all  these  have  occurred,  a  proprietor 
is  not  deprived  of  the  right  of  free  transfer.  It  may  be 
that  both  the  liability  to  pay  the  instalment,  and  the  im- 
pediment to  the  transfer,  attach  from  the  date  of  that 
resolution  itself,  though  the  mode  of  payment  be  not 
fixed  nor  notice  given  till  afterwards:  or  lastly,  it  may 
happen  that  the  term  "call"  may  for  one  purpose  date 
from  the  resolution,  and  for  another  from  a  different  pe- 
riod. But  it  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to  determine  this 
question,  for  whether  the  fii^st  resolution,  or  the  time  of 
fixing  the  mode  of  payment,  or  of  giving  the  notice,  (which 
is  in  this  instance  the  same),  or  even  the  time  fixed  for 
the  payment,  be  the  call,  this  defendant  was  at  each  time 
the  proprietor  of  the  shares.  All  that  we  have  to  deter- 
mine now  is,  that  the  directors  may  fix  the  time,  place, 
and  manner  of  payment,  after  the  original  resolution  has 
been  made,  and  by  a  distinct  act. 
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It  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  no  intermediate  change  Erek,  of  puat, 
of  directors  between  the  two  acts.     It  is  not  proved  that     ^    ^'   ^ 
those  who  made  the  resolution  were  different  directors     Sheffield 
firom  those  who  fixed  the  mode  of  payment^  and  we  are    Manchester 
not  called  upon  to  pronounce  any  opinion  whether  such  a 
circumstance  would  make  any  difference. 

The  second  and  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the 
resolution  to  make  a  call  prospectively  be  good.  This  ob- 
jection applies  to  the  first  call  only. 

The  directors,  on  the  13th  of  March,  resolve  that  a  call 
be  made  on  the  30th  of  March,  payable  on  the  1st  of  May. 
We  think  this  mode  of  proceeding  is  valid.  There  is  cer- 
tainly nothing  in  the  statute  which  expressly  requires  the 
directors  to  make  the  calls  immediately;  and  we  do  not 
see  any  reason  why  they  should  be  so  restrained.  They 
may  make  calls  from  time  to  time,  as  they  think  fit,  when 
the  exigencies  of  the  Company  require  it,  and  the  nature 
of  the  debts  and  engagements  of  the  Company  may  well 
be  such,  that  the  amount  of  the  calls  would  as  certainly 
be  wanting  at  a  future  day,  as  on  the  very  day  when  the 
resolution  is  made.  It  is  probable  that  even  the  inchoate 
liability  to  this  instalment  would  not  attach  on  any  pro- 
prietor until  the  30th  of  March,  the  day  as  of  which  the 
call  must,  under  the  resolution,  be  considered  as  made,  or 
begun  to  be  made. 

The  objections  therefore  cannot  prevail;  and  all  the 
others  having  been  previously  disposed  of,  we  have  now  to 
pronounce  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 


Rule  discharged. 


END   OF    HILARY    TERM. 
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Barker  and  Wife  v.  Shark. 


A  bond  Condi-  UEBT  on  R  bood  dated  10th  June,  1840,  conditioned  for 
1'pS*"^^^^^^^  ^^®  payment  of  £3000,  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent,  from 
with  interest  at  the  25th  day  of  March  preceding.     Plea,  non  est  factum. 

5  per  cent  .     "^  r  o  > 

commencing  At  the  trial  before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  Dorsetshire  Sommer 
da™iioii?y'iia-  Assizcs,  1840,  the  bond,  when  produced,  appeared  to  be 
dm  '°on  *hif  impressed  with  a  £7  stamp.  It  was  objected  for  the  de- 
principai  sum.    fendaut,  that  the  stamp  was  insufficient  under  the  statute 

55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  Schedule,  Part  I,  inasmuch  as  the  bond 
being  given  to  secure  not  only  the  principal  sum  of  £3000, 
but  also  bygone  interest  from  a  previous  day,  the  "definitive 
and  certain  sum  of  money'^  secured  by  the  bond,  at  its 
date,  exceeded  £3000,  and  it  ought  therefore  to  have 
borne  a  stamp  of  £8.  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the 
objection,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Bere  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accord- 
ingly ;  against  which 

Cockbum  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  stamp  was  sufficient. 
The  "  definitive  and  certain  sum  of  money"  mentioned  in 
the  statute,  means  the  sum  certain  mentioned  in  the  bond 
itself  as  being  secured  by  it,  and  the  stamp  is  sufficient  if 
it  covers  that.     Dixon  v.  Robinson  (a).  Foreman  v.  Jeyes  (b), 

(a)  I  M.  &  Rob.  1 15;  5  C.  &  P.  96.  (b)  5  C.  &  P.  419. 
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and  Dearden  v.  Binns  {a),  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  Exch.  of  Picas, 
stamp  need  not  have  reference  to  interest  accruing  after  the  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
date  of  the  bond.  And  the  same  principle  of  decision  applies  Barker 
also  to  interest  secured  from  a  day  prior  to  the  date  of  the  smark. 
bond.  When  a  bond  is  given  for  the  payment  of  £100, 
with  interest  at  £5  per  cent.,  payable  in  twelve  months,  it 
is  obvious  that  in  one  sense  it  is  given  to  secure,  not  £100, 
but  £105,  because  id  certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest : 
yet  it  is  held  that  in  such  case  the  stamp  on  £100,  the 
amount  of  the  principal  money,  is  suflScient.  It  is  clear 
that  the  distinction  is  taken  between  a  principal  sum  and 
the  interest  upon  it — ^between  that  part  of  the  sum 
advanced  upon  which  the  profit  is  to  accrue,  and  the  profit 
so  accruing — and  that  the  "  sum  certain^'  mentioned  in 
the  statute  is  taken  to  be  the  former  only,  and  the  latter  is 
not,  in  whatever  shape  it  be  reserved,  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration  in  calculating  the  amount  of  the  duty.  Here 
the  £3000  is  the  only  sum  on  which  interest  was  to 
accrue,  and  the  only  diflference  is,  that  the  interest  is  cal- 
culated thereon  from  a  prior  date.  In  Piruessing  v.  Ing  (b), 
Abbott y  C.  J.,  says — "  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  the  words 
'sum  of  money ^  in  the  act,  mean  the  principal  sum 
mentioned  in  the  note,  and  not  a  sum  compounded  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest/^  [Parkey  B. — The  definition  of  what  is 
required  under  the  head  '^Mortgage*'  favours  your  argu- 
ment. There  the  rule  for  the  calculation  of  the  duty  is  in 
these  terms: — ^Where  the  instrument  respectively  ^'  shall  be 
made  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  any  definite  and  cer- 
tain sum  of  money,  advanced  or  lent  at  the  time,  or 
previously  due  or  owing,  or  forborne  to  be  paid,  being 
payable — not  exceeding  ^'  &c.  &c.] 

Bere,  contra. — The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  words  "definitive  and  certain  sum  of  money,^^  in  the 
act  of  Parliament.     The  word  "  principal^'  is  not  in  the 

(fl)  1  Man.  &  R.  130.  (6)  4  B.  &  Aid.  204. 
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Exeh,  cf  Pleat,  Bct,  although^  if  its  effect  was  to  be  so  limited,  nothing 
'   ^     would  have  been  easier  than  to  insert  it.     Here  the  defini- 
Barker       tive  and  certain  sum — ^the  amount  already  ascertained  bj 
sm \KK.       the  efflux  of  time — due  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
bond^  was  the  principal  sum  of  £3000  plus  the  quarter's 
interest  which  had  already  accrued.  In  Dickson  v.  Cass  (a), 
a  bond  conditioned  for  securing  jEIOOO^  with  interest  and 
banker's  charges  of  commission,  was  held  to  be  insuffi- 
ciently  stamped  as  a  bond  to  secure  a  sum  not  exceeding 
£1000.  [Parke,  B. — ^It  may  be  doubtful  whether  that  case 
can  be  supported,  since  the  decisions  in  Doe  d.  ScnUom  r. 
Snaith  {b)  and  Paddon  v.  Bartlett  (c).]    The  case  of  mort- 
gages is  provided  for  by  express  words.  It  can  make  no  dif- 
ference that  the  money  is  secured  in  the  name  of  interest, 
if  it  be  due  when  the  bond  is  executed.     The  language 
of  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Pruessing  v.  Ing,  is  in  favour  of  the 
defendant.     He  says — '^  The  object  of  the  legislature  was 
to  impose  a  pro  rat&  stamp  duty  upon  the  sum  actually 
due  at  the  time  of  taking  the  security,  and  not  upon  what 
might  become  due  in  future  for  the  use  of  the  money. 
The  question  therefore  is,  what  was  the  sum  due  at  the 
time  when  the  note  was   taken;   for  that    is  the  sum 
secured." 

Parke,  B. — I  think  the  stamp  is  sufficient,  and  that 
Mr.  Cockbum's  argument  is  well  founded.  The  duty  is 
imposed  by  the  statute  on  bonds,  in  the  following  terms : 
— "  Bond,  &c.,  given  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  anji 
definitive  and  certain  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  £50, 
£1,"  &c.  &c.  I  construe  those  words  to  mean  the  sum 
ascertained  by  the  bond  itself, — ^in  other  words,  the  prin- 
cipal sum.  It  is  true,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
bond  in  this  case  a  sum  was  due  for  interest,  which  was 
ascertainable :  but  the  amount  of  interest  is  not  mentioned 

(a)  I  B.  &  Adol.  343.  (6)  8  Bing.  146  ;  1  M.  &  Scott,  230. 

(c)  2  Ad.  &  £.  9;  4  Nev.  &  M.  1. 
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in  the  bond,  and  must  depend  on  the  time  when  it  is  paid.  Ejceh.  of  Pieas, 

I  think  the  words  '^definitive  and  certain  sum''  refer  to 

the  principal  money  secured  by  the  bond,  which  is  to  bear 

interest,  and  not  to  interest,  whether  bygone  or  subsequent. 

The  case  oiPruessing  v.  Ing  was  different  from  the  present, 

and  the  judgment  must  be  read  with  reference  to  the  point 

then  in  question. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Interest 
does  not  fall  within  the  meaning  of  a  **  definitive  and  cer- 
tain sum  of  money''  secured  by  the  bond ;  it  is  only  the 
amount  of  damage  for  the  detention  of  the  principal :  and 
although  the  rate  of  payment  of  interest  is  mentioned  in 
the  bond,  it  forms  no  part  of  the  definitive  and  certain 
sum  for  which  the  instrument  is  a  security  :  whether  by- 
gone or  subsequent,  it  is  equally  in  the  nature  of  damage 
for  the  non*payment  of  the  sum  advanced.  The  definitive 
and  certain  sum  is  that  on  which  the  damage  follows, 
namely,  the  principal  sum. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  see  no  dis- 
tinction in  this  respect  between  interest  bygone  or  to 
accrue  in  future ;  in  either  case  it  is  beyond  the  definitive 
sum  secured. 

Rule  discharged. 


Brest  v.  Lever. 

TFeh.  13. 
RESFASS  quare  clausum  fregit.     Plea,  that  the  close  ApUaofUbe- 

in  which  &c.  was  the  close,  soil,  and  freehold  of  the  de-  tum,  to  an  ac' 
fendant :  on  which  issue  was  joined.     At  the  trial  before  **°"  of  trespass 

'  ^  qu.  cl.  fr.,  isnot 

Coleridae,  J.,   at  the  last  Wilts  Assizes,   the  defendant,  iupported  by 

proof  of  the  ex- 
ercise of  acts  of 
ownership  by  the  defendant  for  a  period  of  less  than  twenty  years,  where  it  appears  that  before 
the  commencement  of  that  period,  and  also  within  twenty  years,  the  estate  was  in  a  third  person. 
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E4ch.  of  Pleas,  in  support  of  his  plea,  proved  acts  of  ownership  exercised 

^     ^      ^    by  him  over  the  locus  in  quo,  for  a  period  of  seventeen 

Brest        years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.     The  plain- 

Lever.       tiff  proved,  that  at  an  earlier  period,  and  within  twenty 

years,  the  property  had  been  conveyed  in  fee  to  a  person 

of  the  name  of  Barrow.     Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the 

defendant  deduced  any  title  from  Barrow.     The  learned 

Judge,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that  in  his  opinion 

the  acts  of  ownership  proved  by  the  defendant  made  out  a 

prima  facie  case  in  support  of  the  plea,  notwithstanding 

the  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiff:  and  a  verdict  was 

found  for  the  defendant. 

Bompas,  Serjt.,  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection, 

Crowder  and  Butt  shewed  cause  at  the  present  sittings 
(Feb.  11),  and  contended  that  the  question  was  properly 
left  to  the  jury,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  de- 
fendant to  produce  his  title-deeds,  but  that  the  acts  of 
ownership  made  out  a  sufficient  prima  facie  title,  which 
was  not  rebutted  by  the  mere  proof  of  the  fact  that  at  an 
earlier  period  the  estate  was  in  another. 

Bompas,  Serjt.,  contra. — By  the  plea  of  liberum  tenemen- 
tum,  the  defendant  admits  a  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  but 
undertakes  to  destroy  the  presumption  arising  6^m  such 
possession,  by  shewing  a  legal  iiik  in  himself.  This  he 
might  have  done,  either  by  proving  his  title  by  deed,  or  by 
shewing  acts  of  ownership  extending  over  a  period  of 
twenty  years.  But  here  lie  has  attempted  to  prove  a  title 
by  shewing  the  exercise  of  acts  of  ownership  for  a  less 
period  than  twenty  years;  but  the  plaintiff  rebuts  that 
case,  by  shewing  that  within  the  twenty  years  the  freehold 
was  in  a  third  party,  in  whom,  prim&  facie,  it  continues, 
unless  the  defendant  prove  a  legal  transfer  of  it  to  liimsel£ 
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The  earlier  presumption  must  prevail  until  a  better  title  is  ^ch. «/  piea», 
shewn :  Doe  d.  Harding  v.  Cooke  (a). 


1841. 
Cur.  adv.  Vult.  Brest 

V. 

Lever. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabke,  B. — [Having  stated  the  facts,  his  Lordship 
continued] : — By  the  plea  of  liberum  tenementum,  the 
defendant  admits  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  and 
that  he  himself  is,  prim&  facie,  a  wrong  doer;  but  he 
undertakes  to  shew  a  title  in  himself,  which  shall  do  away 
with  the  presumption  arising  from  the  plaintiff  ^s  possession. 
This  he  was  bound  to  do,  either  by  shewing  title  by  deed, 
in  the  usual  way,  or  by  proving  a  possessory  title  for 
twenty  years.  But  here  the  defendant  has  only  proved 
acts  of  ownership  extending  over  seventeen  years,  and 
has  not  connected  them  with  any  prior  title ;  it  amounts, 
therefore,  to  nothing  more  than  a  longer  against  a  shorter 
possession — a  mere  priority  of  possession— and  for  a  period 
insufficient  to  confer  any  title,  except  against  a  mere 
wrong  doer.  We  think,  therefore,  that  there  was  a  mis- 
direction, and  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  7  Bing.  346;  5  M.  &  P.  181. 


Hawtayne  (Public  Officer  of  the  Western  District 
Banking  Company)  v.  Bourne. 

DFeh.  13. 
£BT  for  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated.    Plea,  The  resident 

nunquam  indebitatus.    At  the  trial  before  Maule,  J.,  at  ed  by' the  di- 
rectors of  a 

mining  com- 
pany to  manage  the  mine,  has  not  an  implied  authority  from  the  shareholders  of  the  company  to 
borrow  money  upon  their  credit,  in  order  to  pay  the  arrears  of  wages  due  to  the  labourers  in  the 
mine,  who  hare  obtained  warrants  of  distress  upon  the  materials  belonging  to  the  mine,  for  the 
satis^ction  of  such  arrean  :<*nor  in  any  other  case  of  necessity,  howeyer  pressing. 

VOL.  VII.  8  S  M.  W. 
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ExeK  rf  Pkat,  the  last  Comwall  Assizes^  the  following  appeared  to  be  the 

^    '         ^     facts  of  the  case : 

Hawtatnb  The  defendant^  who  resides  at  Liverpool,  was  the  holder 
BouRNB.  of  100  shares  in  a  Company  established  for  the  working  of 
a  mine  called  the  Trewolvas  Mine,  in  the  pariah  oi  St. 
Columb  Major,  Comwall.  The  mine  was  managed  by  an 
agent,  i^pointed  by  the  directors  of  tha  Company  for  that 
purpose.  In  March  1839,  in  consequence  of  the  ahaxe- 
holders  not  haying  paid  up  the  calls  regularly,  the  eoncem 
fell  into  difficulties^  and  the  agent,  fipom  want  of  fundsy 
became  unable  ta  pay  the  labourers ;  a  considerable  num^ 
berof  whom,  their  wagea  being  in  arrear,  appU^  to  the 
magistrates,  and  obtained  warrants  of  distress  upon  the 
materials  belonging  to  the  mine.  Tike  agent,  finding  that 
these  warrants  were  about  to  be  put  into  execution,  appliad 
in  the  name  of  the  Company,  but  in  fact  upon  hia  own 
]:espon8ibility,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  share- 
holders, to  the  St.  Columb  Branch  of  ibe  Western  District 
Banking  Company,  for  a  loan,  of  £40Q  for  three  Hionth% 
which  was  advanced  accordingly,  and  placed  by  the  Bank 
to  the  credit  of  the  Company,  and  out  of  it  the  arrears  oi 
wagea  were  discharged.  To  recover  the  balance  of  tiiat 
sum  the  present  action  was  brought.  There  was  some- 
evidence  of  a  conversation  between  the  defendant  and  the 
agent,  in  which  the  former  had  asked  whether  they  could 
not  get  money  from  the  Bank  to  keep  the  concern  going : 
but  this  evidence  was  not  left  to  the  jury.  The  learned 
Judge,  in  summing  up,  stated  to  the  jury,  that  although  un- 
der ordinary  circumstances  an  agent  could  not,  without  ex- 
press authority,  borrow  monpy  in  t^  name  of  his  principal, 
so  as  to  bind  him,  yet  if  it  became  absolutely  necessary  to 
raise  money  in  order  to  preserve  the  property  of  the  prin- 
cipal, the  law  would  imply  an  authority  in  the  agent  to  do 
so,  to  the  extent  of  that  necessity :  and  he  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  pressure  on  the  concern  was  such 
as  to  render  the  advance  of  this  money  a  case  of  such 
necessity.    The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
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In  Michaelmas  Term^  Erie  obtained  a  mle  nisi  for  a  new  Exeh.  of  pieat, 
frialy  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  ^   ^^V* ., 

Hawtatkb 

Bonq^as,  Serjt.,  and  Coekbum  now  shewed  cause. — In  bourhb. 
the  first  place,  theife  was  evidence  in  thicr  6ase  to  g6  to  the 
jury  of  an  express  anthority  firom  the  defendant  to  the 
agent  to  borrow  money  for  the  necessities  of  the  mine. 
lAUkrson,  B. — ^That  was  not  left  to  the  jnry :  the  learned 
Judge  reports,  that  he  thought  the  necessity  of  the  case 
created,  by  law,  a  presumed  authority  to  bcMrrow  money.] 
It  was  material  as  shewing  the  necessity,  that  the  defend-* 
ant  had  himself  suggested  that  course.  But  secondly,  the 
proposition  stated  to  the  jury  was  correct.  This  money 
was  advanced,  not  to  a  common  servant  or  clerk,  but  to  an 
agent  who  was  entrusted  by  the  Company  with  authority' 
fe*  carry  on  the  entire  control  and  management  of  the 
mine,  at  a  distance  from  his  employers,  with  whom  it  was' 
impossible  for  him  to  communicate  on  every  sudden  emer- 
gency. Under  such  circumstances,  the  agent  has  an  im« 
plied  authority  to  raise  money  on  the  credit  ot  the  share- 
holders, whenever  an  immediate  outlay  of  money  becomes 
necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  conoem.  The  prin- 
eiple  of  law  is,  that  where  an  agent  is  employed  for  a  specific 
pul«pose,  he  has  an  implied  authority  to  do  what  is  essen- 
tially necessaiy  to  carry  that  purpose  into  effect.  It  is' 
like  the  case  of  the  master  ot  a  ship,  who  has  an  implied 
ituthority  to  boirow  money  for  the  necessary  use  of  the 
i^p,  upon  the  credit  of  the  owner :  Robinson  v.  LyaU  (a), 
JHhut  Y.  £ar(on  (6).  In  like  manner,  where  a  poor  per- 
son met  with  an  accident,  and  was  attended  by  the  parish- 
surgeon,  the  parish  ofScers  were  held  liable  for  the  amount 
of  the  surgeon's  bill,  by  reason  of  the  necessity  of  the 
case :  Lamb  v.  Bunce  (c).    Suppose  a  coach  were  to  break 

(a)  7  Price,  592.  (b)  6  M.  &  W.  13& 

(c)  4  M.  &  Selw.  275. 

S  s2 


59S  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUSA^ 

Ejieh.  of  Pleat,  down  OH  its  joumey^  would  not  the  coachman  liave  autho- 
^  ^^^'  ^  rity  to  hire  another^  on  the  credit  of  his  employers^  for 
Hawtatnb  the  conveyance  of  the  passengers  to  the  end  of  the  jonr- 
BouENx.  ney?  [Parke,  B. — ^The  law  provides  for  that  which  is 
common^  not  for  that  which  is  unusual;  on  that  principle 
it  is  that  the  master  of  a  ship  has  authority  to  charge  his 
owners,  because  ships  are  ordinarily  exposed  to  casualties. 
There  was  no  evidence  here  that  it  was  the  usual  course  to 
borrow  money  for  the  use  of  the  mine.]  Suppose  water 
had  burst  in  upon  the  mine,  and  it  became  necessary  for 
its  preservation  immediately  to  employ  persons  to  clear 
it,  would  not  the  agent  have  had  authority  to  obtain  an 
advance  of  the  money  necessary  for  that  purpose  ?  [Piorke, 
B. — Suppose  the  bankers  would  not  have  advanced  the 
money  without  a  mortgage  of  the  mine,  would  the  agent 
have  had  authority  to  contract  for  a  mortgage  ?]  There 
was  no  evidence  of  any  repudiation  of  the  act  of  the  agen^ 
which  was  done  solely  with  a  view  to  the  benefit  of  the 
Company,  and  the  continuance  of  the  concern;  and  there 
are  many  instances  in  which,  where  money  has  been  laid 
out  for  a  party's  benefit,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to 
repay  it ;  as  in  the  case  of  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change for  the  honour  of  the  drawer.  [Parke,  B. — ^That  is 
by  the  custom  of  merchants.]  Which  arises  out  of  the  ne« 
cessity  of  the  case.  [Aldersan,  B. — ^A  party  who  draws  a  bill 
according  to  the  custom  of  merchants,  knows  that  by  that 
custom  a  party  taking  it  up  for  honour  has  a  claim  upon 
him.  He  contracts  on  that  footing.]  Suppose  the  directors 
themselves  had  borrowed  this  money,  would  not  the  partners 
generally  be  responsible?  Then,  whatever  they  can  do, 
they  have  invested  this  their  agent  with  authority  to  do. 

Crowder  (with  whom  was  Erie),  in  support  of  the  rule, 
was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintifis, 
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vho  are  bankers,  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  as  one  of  Exeh,  of  pum, 
the  proprietors  of  the  Trewolvas  Mine,  a  mine  carried  on  .  ^  . 
in  the  ordinary  way,  the  balance  of  a  sum  of  £400,  ad-  Hawtatnb 
vanced  by  them  to  the  agent  appointed  by  the  Company  bourne. 
of  proprietors  for  the  management  of  the  mine.  Now  the 
extent  of  the  anthority  conferred  npon  the  agent  by  his 
appointment  was  this  only — that  he  should  conduct  and 
cany  on  the  aflPairs  of  the  mine  in  the  usual  manner ;  there 
is  no  proof  of  express  authority  to  borrow  money  from 
bankers  for  that  purpose,  or  that  it  was  necessary  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  the  undertaking;  and  certainly  no  such 
authority  could  be  assumed.  There  are  two  grounds  on 
which  it  is  said  the  defendant  may  be  made  responsible ; 
jQrst,  on  that  of  a  special  authority  given  to  the  agent  to 
borrow  money ;  and  secondly,  on  the  assumed  principle, 
that  every  owner  who  appoints  an  agent  for  the  management 
of  his  property  must  be  taken  to  have  given  him  autho- 
rity to  borrow  money  in  cases  of  absolute  necessity.  There 
certainly  was,  in  the  present  case,  some  evidence  from 
which  a  jury  might  have  inferred  that  a  power  to  borrow 
money,  for  the  purposes  of  the  mine,  had  been  expressly 
given  to  the  agent ;  but  that  evidence  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  left  to  the  jury,  and  therefore  the  verdict  cannot 
be  supported  on  the  first  ground.  Then  as  to  the  second 
ground,  it  appears  that  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury 
that  they  might  infer  an  authority  in  the  agent,  not  only 
to  conduct  the  general  business  of  the  mine,  but  also,  in 
cases  of  necessity,  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose.  I  am 
not  aware  that  any  authority  is  to  be  found  in  our  law  to 
support  this  proposition.  No  such  power  exists,  except  in 
the  cases  alluded  to  in  the  argument,  of  the  master  of  a 
ship,  and  of  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the 
honour  of  the  drawer.  The  latter  derives  its  existence  from 
the  law  of  merchants;  and  in  the  former  case  the  law, 
which  generally  provides  for  ordinary  events,  and  not  for 
cases  which  are  of  rare  occurrence,  considers  how  likely 
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Exeft.  rf  PUai,  and  frequent  are  accidents  at  sea,  when  it  may  be  neoes- 
.  ^^^'  ^  sarj;  in  order  to  haye  the  vessel  repaired,  or  to  provide  the 
HAifTATHs  means  of  continuing  the  voyage,  to  pledge  the  oredit  of 
BouRHs.  ^^  owners;  and  therefore  it  is  that  the  law  invests  the 
master  with  power  to  raise  money,  and,  by  an  instrument 
of  hypothecation,  to  pledge  the  ship  itself  if  necessary.  If 
that  case  be  analogous  to  t^  it  follows  that  the  agent 
had  power  not  only  to  borrow  money,  but,  in  the  event  of 
security  being  required,  to  mortgage  the  mine  itself.  The 
authority  of  the  master  of  a  ship  rests  upon  the  peculiar 
charapter  of  his  office  and  affords  no  analogy  to  the  case 
of  an  ordinary  agent.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  th^ 
agent  of  this  mine  had  not  the  authority  contended  for. 
"Wliethpr  he  had  or  had  not  was  a  question  for  the  jury;  but, 
on  the  general  principles  of  law,  it  seems  to  me  that  tiie 
ruling  of  the  learned  Judge  cannot  be  supported,  and  there- 
fpre  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  made  absolute. 

Aldebson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  no 
rule  of  law  that  an  agent  may,  in  a  case  of  emergen<y 
suddenly  arising,  raise  money,  and  pledge  the  credit  of  his 
principals  for  its  repayment ;  and  even  if  it  were  so,  in  this 
instance  there  was  ample  time  and  opportunity  for  him  to 
have  applied  to  his  principals.  Several  cases  have  been 
cited  as  analogous  to  the  present,  but  they  have  been 
already  satisfactorily  distinguished  by  my  Brother  Parke. 
Lamb  v.  Bunce  may  appear  to  be  a  case  similar  to  the  pre- 
sent, but  it  is  very  distinguishable,  for  there  is  an  original 
liability  in  parish  officers  to  support  the  poor  in  their 
parish ;  and  it  appears,  moreover,  that  the  parish  officers 
in  that  case  were  aware  of  the  surgeon  being  in  attendance 
on  the  pauper,  and  made  no  objection.  Those  were  cir- 
cumstances from  which  a  jury  might  well  infer  a  contract 
on  their  part  to  pay  his  bill.  In  the  present  case  there 
was  no  such  evidence. 


EoLVE,  B^i  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


■\ 
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Exch.  of  Ptedi, 
1841. 

PxNLBY  and  Another,  Executors  of  Penlet,  v.  WATts  and 

Another,  Executors  of  Watts. 

TFeb.  13. 
HIS  was  an  action  of  covenant  on  a  lease,  brought  by  A.  leased  pre- 

the  plaintiffs,  as  the  executors  of  William  Penley,  de-  from  the  25th 

ceased^  against  the  defendants,  as  the  executors  of  Gteorge  foM^ycJf  ^** 

Watts,  deceased.    The  declaration  stated,  that  heretofore,  wmting  ten 

daysi  and  B. 

and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  W.  Penley,  since  deceased,  covenanted 
to  wit,  on  the  26th  day  of  March  1823,    by  a  certain  Sfptemis^nS 
indenture  made  between  one  Edward  Price  of  the  one  >«?«'»  w>dto 

paint  once  in 

part,  and  the  said  W.  Penley  of  the  other  part,  the  said  every  five  yean 
Edward  Price  did  demise  and  lease  unto  the  said  W.  and  to  leave' the 
Penley,  his  executors  and  administrators,  certain  premises,  pijj|^/un^" 
particularly  mentioned  and  described  in  the  said  inden-  derieasedthe 

*  "  premises  to  C.| 

ture,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  from  the  24tb  of 
and  dwelling-house,  with  a  garden  and  fore-court,  and  four  years  and 
other  the  premises  thereto  belonging,  with  the  appurten-  ^^n "  dSvcn 
ances,  unto  the  said  W.  Penley,  his  executors,  administra-  d»y»»  »ndC.co- 

1  I*  "irk.»ii         /••«rii  venanted  with 

tors,  and  assigns,  from  the  25th  day  of  March  then  mstant,  b.  to  keep  the 

for  and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  sixteen  Mirlfthe  a)vc' 

years,  wanting  ten  days,  then  next  ensuing :  and  the  said  ?"|  ^^  ^- 

W.  Penley  did  in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  for  himself,  his  terms  as  in  the 

heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  coTcnant,  pro-  and  to  paint  ' 

mise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  Edward  Price,  his  ex-  ^ra/^"d"2,*^' 

ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns  (amongst  other  things),  i«^v«  ^^  v^- 

,  mises  in  repair. 

in  manner  following;  that  is  to  say,  that  he  the  said  W.  A.  sued  b. for 
Penley,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  covenant,\nd ' 
and  would,  at  his  aud  their  own  costs  and  charges,  well  B.ietjiw^ent 

'    ^  ®     '  go  by  default, 

and  substantially  repair,  uphold,  sustain,  amend,  glaze,  pave,  i^nd  upon  the 
cleanse,  scour,  and  keep  the  said  demised  messuage  or  tene-  the  damages 
ment  and  premises,  and  the  buildings  and  erections  there-  JiM^J^hehig* 

the  amount  of 
dilapidations 
proved  by  a  surveyor,  whose  estimate  had  been  laid  before  B.  previous  to  the  commencement 
of  the  action.    B.  afterwards  sued  C.  for  the  amount  of  the  dilapidations,  and  the  costs  of  the 
action  brought  against  him.     The  jury^ound  the  amount  of  the  dilapidations  to  be  57/.  10«. : — 
Rtldt  that  B.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  also  the  amount  of  the  costs  in  the  former  action. 
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Ejcck.  qf  Pleat,  upon  erected  and  built,  in,  by,  and  with  all  and  all  manner 

of  needfiil  and  necessary  reparations  and  amendments  what- 
soever, save  and  except  the  outhouses  or  outbuildings,  as 
to  which  it  should  be  merely  necessary  to  keep  them  in  the 
same  state  as  they  then  were;  and  particularly  should  and 
would,  once  in  every  three  years  during  the  said  term,  well 
and  sufficiently  paint  or  cause  to  be  painted  in  good  oil 
colours  all  the  outside  wood  and  iron  work  of  and  belong- 
ing to  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  and  such  of  the 
said  buildings  as  were  then  painted,  and  the  inside  wood 
and  iron-work,  once  every  five  years  during  the  said  term; 
and  also  should  and  would  hedge,  ditch,  scour,  cleanse,  and 
repair  all  and  singular  the  hedges,  ditches,  gates,  fences, 
and  quicksets,  posts,  pales,  iron  and  other  rails,  walls, 
privies,  sinks,  sewers,  drains,  and  vaults  belonging  to  the 
said  demised  premises;  and  the  same  being  in  all  things 
so  as  aforesaid  repaired,  upheld,  sustained,  amended, 
glazed,  paved,  cleansed,  scoured,  and  kept,  and  the  hedges, 
ditches,  gates,  fences,  quicksets,  posts,  pales,  iron  and 
other  rails,  privies,  sinks,  sewers,  drains,  and  vaults  so 
hedged,  ditched,  scoured,  cleansed,  and  repaired,  should 
and  would,  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  determination 
of  the  said  term,  peaceably  and  quietly  leave,  surrender, 
and  yield  up  unto  the  said  Edward  Price,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  together  with  all  and  every 
the  locks,  keys,  bolts,  bars,  chimney-pieces,  dressers, 
shelves,  water-pipes,  and  other  things  which  then  were  or 
which  should  at  any  time  thereafter  be  set  up,  affixed,  or 
fastened  to  the  said  demised  messuage  or  tenement,  or 
dwelling-house,  with  the  garden  or  fore-court  thereunto 
belonging,  or  any  part  thereof,  (fixtures  of  the  nature  of 
furniture,  and  damaged  by  accidental  fire,  only  excepted) : 
by  virtue  of  which  said  demise  the  said  W.  Penley  then 
entered  into  and  upon  the  said  demised  premises,  and 
became  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  said  term  so  to 
him  thereof  granted  by  the  said  Edward  Price  as  afore- 
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said;  and  being  so  thereof  possessed,  afterwards,  and  dur-  Exek,  of  PUat, 
ing  the  respective  lives  of  the  said  W.  Penlej  and  G. 
Watts,  both  since  deceased,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd  day  of 
June,  A.  D.  1834,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  by 
and  between  the  said  W.  Penley  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
said  G.  Watts  of  the  other  part  [profert],  the  said  W. 
Penley  did  demise  and  lease  unto  the  said  G.  Watts,  his 
executors  and  administrators,  the  said  several  premises 
particularly  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  said  last-men- 
tioned indenture,  being  the  same  premises  which  were 
demised  to  the  said  W.  Penley  by  the  said  Edward  Price, 
as  hereinbefore  mentioned;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
messuage  or  tenement  and  dwelling-house,  with  the  gar- 
den and  fore-court  and  other  the  premises  thereto  belong- 
ing, unto  the  said  G.  Watts,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  firom  the  24th  day  of  June  then  instant,  for 
and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  four  years 
and  three-quarters  of  another  year,  wanting  eleven  days, 
thence  next  ensuing;  and  the  daid  G.  Watts  did,  in  and 
by  the  said  last-mentioned  indenture,  amongst  other 
things,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with 
the  said  W.  Penley,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said 
G.  Watts,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should 
and  would,  at  his  and  their  own  costs  and  charges, 
well  and  substantially  repair,  uphold,  sustain,  amend, 
glaze,  pave,  cleanse,  scour,  and  keep  the  said  demised  mes- 
suage or  tenement  and  premises,  and  the  buildings  and 
erections  thereupon  erected  and  built,  in,  by,  and  with  all 
and  all  manner  of  needful  and  necessary  reparations  and 
amendments  whatsoever,  save  and  except  the  outhouses 
or  outbuildings,  as  to  which  it  should  merely  be  neces- 
sary to  keep  them  in  the  same  state  as  they  then  were ; 
and  particularly  should  and  would  once  during  the  said 
term  thereby  granted,  well  and  sufficiently  paint  or  chvm 
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BtOL  ^  PUoi,  to  be  painted  in  eood  oil  colours  all  the  inside  and  outside 

wood  and  iron-work  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  messuage 
or  tenement^  and  such  of  the  buildings  as  were  then 
painted;  and  also  should  and  would  scourj  oleaasei  and 
repair,  all  and  singular  the  gates,  fences,  posts,  pales,  ircm 
and  other  rails,  walls,  privies,  sinks,  sewers,  drains,  and 
vaults  belonging  to  the  said  demised  messuage  or  tene- 
ment, outbuildings,  hereditaments,  and  premises ;  and  the 
said  messuage  or  tenement,  buildings,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  being  in  all  things  so  as  aforesaid  repaired,  up- 
held, sustained,  amended,  glazed,  payed,  cleansed,  scoured, 
and  kept,  should  and  would  at  the  end  or  other  sooner 
determination  of  the  said  term  thereby  granted,  peaceably 
and  quietly  leaye,  surrender,  and  yield  up  unto  the  said 
W.  Penley,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
together  with  all  and  every  the  doors,  locks,  keys,  bolts, 
bars,  chimney-pieces,  dressers,  shelves,  water-pipes,  and 
other  things  which  then  were  or  which  should  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  set  up,  affixed,  or  fastened  to  the  said  demised 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  (fixtures  in  the  nature  of 
furniture,  and  the  fixtures  in  the  schedule  to  the  now- 
stating  indenture,  and  damage  by  accidental  fire,  only  ex- 
cepted), as  by  the  said  last-mentioned  indenture,  reference 
being  thereunto  had,  will,  amongst  other  things,  more 
fully  and  at  large  appear. — ^The  declaration  then  averred, 
that  G.  Watts  entered  into  the  demised  premises,  uid  con- 
tinued in  possession  thereof  until  his  death,  upon  which 
the  premises  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  as  executors;  and 
proceeded  to  assign  breaches  of  the  covenant  in  not  repair- 
ing; alleging  as  special  damage,  that  in  consequence  of  the 
premises  being  out  of  repair.  Price  had  brought  an  action 
against  the  plaintiffs  as  executors,  in  which  he  had  recovered 
against  them  certain  damages  and  costs,  which,  together  with 
their  own  costs  in  defending  such  action,  they  had  been 
forced  and  obliged  to  pay.  The  defendants  by  their  plea 
denied  the  breaches  assigned,  and  issue  was  joined  thereon. 
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At  the  trial  before  Alderstm,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  B*ctL  if  puom, 
in  last  Michaelmas  Term^  it  appeared  that  an  action  had  ^  ,|^^* 
been  brought  by  Priccj  the  original  lessor,  against  the  pre- 
sent plaintiffsj  for  breaches  of  the  covenant  to  repair  in  the 
original  lease  to  the  plaintiffs'  testator,  in  which  judgment 
was  suffered  to  go  by  default,  and  upon  a  writ  of  inquiry 
the  damages  were  assessed  at  the  sum  of  642.  lOt .,  the 
amount  of  dilapidations  proved  by  a  surveyor,  whose  esti- 
mate had  been  made,  and  laid  before  the  now  plaintiffs,  be- 
fore the  action  was  commenced :  the  costs  in  that  action  also 
lunounted,the  plaintiff^s  to  d£36,  and  the  defendants'  toj£40: 
all  which  siuns  had  been  paid  by  the  present  plaintiffs.  The 
learned  Judge  expressed  his  opinion  that  the  costs  in  that 
action  had  been  unnecessarily  incurred,  and  that,  inasmuch 
as  there  was  no  covenant  by  Watts  to  indemnify  Penley 
against  any  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  original  leasee 
the  defendants  were  not  liable  to  the  repayment  of  those 
costs :  and  the  amount  of  dilapidations  being  proved  at 
the  sum  of  672.  lQs.j|  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict  for  that 
sum  only,  leave  being  reserved  to  them  to  increase  that 
amount  by  the  sum  of  £76. 

Theiiger  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly;^  dting 
NeaU  V.  WyUie  (a), 

KeUy  and  Saunders  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  mUng  of 
the  learned  Judge  was  right.  One  fact  which  clearly  dis- 
tinguishes this  case  from  the  others  on  this  sulgect,  is  that 
the  respective  covenants  of  the  fdaintiffs'  testator,  Penley, 
and  of  the  defendants'  testator.  Watts,  are  not  in  the  same 
terms.  They  differ  as  to  the  periods  of  painting  the  out- 
side and  inside  work.  And  the  present  plaintiffs  have 
recovered  a  smaller  amount  of  damages  than  that  recovered 
against  them,  which  shews,  that  the  breaches  cannot  have 

(a)  3  B.  &  Cr.  533;  5  Q.  &  R.  442. 


606  CA8X8   IN   THS   XXCHXQUEBj 

Etceh.  ^  PUat,  been  identically  the  same.  But  independently  of  these 
^^^'  ^  considerations^  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  costs  in  the  action  brought  against  them. 
The  foundation  of  the  right  to  special  damage  in  the  pay- 
ment of  monies,  is  that  the  party  has  been  forced  and 
obliged  to  pay  them.  They  must  haye  been  expenses  paid 
under  legal  compulsion,  which  he  could  not  resist  or  pre- 
vent. The  judgment  of  the  Ck)urt  in  Neale  v.  fFylUe  rests 
entirely  on  the  ground,  that  the  costs  were  damages  sus- 
tained through  the  neglect  of  the  defendant,  and  not  in 
consequence  of  the  plaintiff^s  own  defi&ult :  but  here  the 
costs  were  incurred  unnecessarily.  It  does  not  appear,  in 
Neale  v.  fVylUe,  that  there  had  been  any  communication 
between  the  original  lessor  and  lessee,  or  that  the  latter 
had  any  means  of  resisting  the  demand  of  the  lessor,  or  of 
taking  any  other  course  than  he  did:  whereas  here  the 
amount  of  the  dilapidations  was  ascertained  and  made 
known  to  the  plaintiffs  before  action  brought,  and  by  pay- 
ment of  that  sum  they  might  have  prevented  the  action 
altogether.  Again,  Neale  v.  Wyliie  was  decided  before  the 
right  existed  to  pay  money  into  C!ourt  in  an  action  of 
covenant :  therefore  the  defendant  there  was  obliged  to 
suffer  judgment  by  default,  in  order  to  reduce  the  damages 
to  their  real  amount ;  so  that  he  could  not  have  prevented 
the  incurring  of  any  part  of  the  costs.  But  now,  under 
the  new  rules,  the  present  plaintiffs  might  have  paid  the 
money  into  Ck)urt  after  declaration.  The  very  principle  of 
their  claim  is,  that  they  were  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  the 
costs,  which  they  clearly  were  not.  Besides,  in  Neak  v. 
Wyliie  the  covenants  were  in  terms  the  same,  and  the 
respective  amounts  of  damages  the  same,  which  is  not  the 
case  here.  Suppose  an  action  brought  against  the  drawer 
of  a  bill,  who  resists  it  without  having  any  real  defence;  he 
cannot  recover  the  costs  over  against  the  acceptor.  In  Short 
V.  KaUoway  (a).  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  says,  "  No  person  has  a 

(a)  11  Ad.&£.28. 
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right  to  inflame  his  own  account  against  another,  by  incur-  Exeh,  rf  PUat, 

ring  additional  expense  in  the  unrighteous  resistance  to  an 

action  which  he  cannot  defend/'    It  must  be  remembered 

that  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  contract  to  indemnify  at  all 

events.     Smith  v.  Compton  (a)  may  appear  to  be  against 

the  defendants,  but  it  is  not  really  so,  because  the  case 

was  put  entirely  on  the  ground  of  the  covenant  in  that  case 

(a  covenant  for  good  title)  being  an  absolute  covenant  of 

indemnity.    If  the  plaintiffs  have  any  remedy  in  respect 

of  these  costs,  it  must  be  by  action  on  the  case,  if  there 

have  been  any  breach  of  duty  in  the  defendants,  whereby 

they  have  been  subjected  to  loss :  but  this  action  must 

rest  entirely  on  the  covenant,  which  contains  no  contract 

of  indemnity. 

Thesiffer  and  Ogle,  contra. — ^The  only  question  is,  whe- 
ther these  costs  were  or  were  not  necessarily  incurred ;  and 
that  depends  on  whether  they  were  necessarily  consequent 
upon  the  defendants'  breach  of  covenant.  It  is  said  the 
plaintiffs  had  such  notice  of  the  amount  of  the  damage, 
that  they  might  have  prevented  the  costs  by  payment. 
But  that  is  not  so.  They  were  not  bound  to  abide  by  the 
mere  statement  of  the  surveyor,  and  they  would  have 
been  trespassers  by  going  upon  the  premises  to  ascertain 
the  amount  of  the  dilapidations  for  themselves.  It  now 
turns  out  that  the  real  amount  of  them  is  less  than 
that  originally  stated  by  the  surveyor.  It  is  said  the 
covenants  are  in  different  terms ;  but  that  must  be  the 
case,  because  the  covenant  must  be  framed  with  refer- 
ence  to  the  state  of  the  premises  at  the  time,  and  the 
duration  of  the  term :  they  are  in  effect  the  same.  In 
Neale  v.  WyUie,  the  plaintiff,  who  had  a  reversion,  might 
equally  have  ascertained  and  paid  the  amount  of  the  dila* 
pidationsj  or  he  might  have  tendered  such  a  sum  as  a 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  407. 
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Sxeh.  of  pum^  tKUWycop  Oil  his  behalf  miglit  have  considered  kmi  liabkr 
2^2l^  ^  I^  ^^'^  ^^  appear  that  be  took  aay  step  whatever  to 
prevent  the  action.  Bat  then  it  k  said  the  proaont  pkin* 
tiffs  mif ht  have  saved  part  ot  the  costs  bj  pi^rmeaftt  into' 
Court.  But  suppose  the  plaintiflSi  had  gono  on  notwith- 
standing— the  costs  would  then  have  been  mereaeed.  If 
the  performance  of  the  defendants'  covenaent  woaM  hi^er 
diseharged  the  planitiffs  from  all  obligation  by  reason  ot 
their  covenant^  that  is  sufficient  to  render  the  defendiSBts 
Sable.  The  question  is^  whether  the  covenant  is  identical 
in  those  rei^ects  to  wUch  the  breaches  of  covenaat 
apply.  It  is  said  this  is  no  contract  of  indenmitj;  the 
same  objection  might  have  been  urged  in  Neale  y.  WyJKe,- 
but  the  Court  thought  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover, 
because  the  money  had  been  paid  through  the  conse- 
quences of  the  defendants^  default.  But  in  some  sense 
an  under-lessee  may  be  considered  as  a  party  indem-^ 
nifying,  as  an  amgnee :  Wbheridge  v.  Steward  («)v 
IParke,  B. — ^The  lessee  and  his  assignee  are  liable  tof 
precisely  the  same  extent,  and  the  assignee  is  a  suretf 
for  the  lessee;  but  that  is  not  the  case  in  a  sub- 
lease: liie  only  contract  of  the  sub-lessee  is  to  per- 
form the  covenant  in  his  sub-lease :  and  the  only  questi^m 
here  is,  whether  these  costs  were  I3ie  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  breach  of  such  covenant.  There  is^  clearly 
no  contract  of  indemnity.]  For  all  that  is-  within  the 
defendants'  covenant^  it  is  entirely  owing^  to  their  de&ult 
that  the  action  was  brought  against  the  plaintiffs.  In' 
Lewis  V.  Peake{b),  it  was  held  that  if  the  buyer  of  a  horse" 
with  warranty,  relying  tiiereon,  resells  him  witn*  warranty, 
and  being  sued  by  his  vendee,  offers  the  defence  to  tiie 
vendor,  who  does  not  interpose,  the  party  defending^  that 
action  is  entiiied^  to  recover  the  costs  of  it  from  die  original 
seller  of  tiie  horse,  as*  part  of  the  damage  occasioned  by 

(a)  1  C.  &  M.  660.  (b)  7  Taunt  153;  2  Manh.  431. 
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Ills  bvea(^  of  warranty.     [Parke,  B. — ^That  case  wbb  re»  Bjc^  tf  ptwrns^ 

considered  in  a  case  which  was  tried  b^ere  lae  at  Norwich, 

of  fVrighittp  y.  Chamierlam  (a),]     The  same  principle  ia 

laid  down  in  Fermell  v.  IVoodbum  (i).    [Parke,  B. — Those 

cases  would  be  applicable,  tf  the  action  had  been  defended 

in  the  belief  that  the  Remises  were  in  repaijr.    The  eaaa 

of  a  warnmyky  a{^ies  to  an  existing  state  of  things,  not  tei 

a  thing  ta  be  done  in  fature.    Those  casesr  woiidd  apply  tOt 

a  coveiiLant  that  the  premises,  then  were  in  a  good  state  q£ 

repair.]     At  all  events,  this  case  is  not  distinguiskaUa 

from  Neafe  v.  WyUie,  it  being  taken  into>  eonsid^patiosi 

that  the  under-lessee's  covenant  to  repair  must  neeessanlgi^ 

be  difil^cent  in  terms  from  that  of  the  ordinal  lessee^ 

Paaks,  B. — ^It  seems  to  me  that  this  rule  must  be  disf* 
charged.  This  is  not  an  action  on  a  contract  of  indemnity ;; 
if  it  were,  the  defendants  would  be  respondble,  unless  they* 
had  put  themselves  into  the  same  condition  as  the  plain-- 
tiffs,  and  saved  them  from  all  harm,  and  amongst^  othec 
things,  from  the  costs  of  the.  acticm  brought  againstr  them  x 
and  if  the  plaintiffs  had  desired  to^  be  so  secured,  thej^ 
might  havei  made  themselves  safe  by  taking  a  covenant  oC 
indemnity  against  any  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the^ 
original  lei^ ;.  and  thea  they  might  have  recovered  thes^ 
costs::  Duffieldv., Scott  (c)  is  an  authority  fopr  that.  Buti 
this  is  not  a  contract  of  indemnity,  but  only  a  covenant,  to^ 
keep  th#  premises  in  a  certain  state  of  repair,  and  a  cov^err 
nanl  materially  differing  in  its  terms  from  that,  of  tbe^ 
plaintiffs..  [His  Lordship  stated  the. respective. covenantiu^j 
Th€»i9  t^o  Qovenaptp  are  not  ad  idem-  either  in  substance^ 
or  in  tenns,  the  dates  are  different;  and  under,  the^ 
defendants'  contxaqt,  the  amount  of  damages  is^.  thor 
dfu^age  necessarily  sustained  by  the .  brench  g£  their  owm 

(/i)7  ScQtt,  598.  (c)  3  T;  R.  364:  see  i^  /oMt« 

(6)  7.C.  &  P.  117.  v^  WiUiami,  ante,  493. 
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Bjteh.  of  PUat,  covenantj  viz.  the  amount  necessary  to  put  tlie  premkes  in 
'  the  same  state  of  repair  in  which  the  defendants  ought  to 
have  kept  them.  We  were  strongly  of  that  opinion  when 
this  rule  was  moved,  but  upon  the  case  of  Neale  y.  fFyOie, 
we  thought  it  expedient  to  grant  a  rule ;  and  if  the  cir- 
cumstances had  been  exactly  the  same  as  they  were  in  that 
case,  we  should  have  considered  ourselves  bound  by  i^ 
although  we  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  Court,  on  that 
occasion,  had  not  exactly  considered  the  relation  of  the 
parties,  and  the  circumstance  that  the  covenants  were  not 
in  terms  the  same.  In  that  case  there  was  a  demise  of 
premises  to  one  Finch,  by  an  indenture  which  contained  a 
covenant  to  repair,  and  to  leave  in  repair  at  the  end  of  the 
term;  and  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  interest  of 
Finch  vested  by  assignment  in  the  defendant,  who,  during 
the  term,  suffered  the  premises  to  be  out  of  repair,  and  so 
left  them  at  the  end  of  the  term,  by  reason  whereof  the 
plaintiff  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  to  one  Eliza- 
beth Coppock  (by  whom  the  premises  had  been  demised 
for  a  longer  term  to  the  plaintiff,  before  his  grant  of 
the  lease  to  Finch)  the  damages  and  costs  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  premises.  The  Ck)urt  there  thought 
that  the  covenants  were  the  same,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
would  not  have  protected  himself  by  coming  on  the 
premises,  or  by  payment.  But  the  present  case  differs 
firom  that  in  three  particulars : — ^first,  the  two  covenants, 
which  there  were  assumed  to  be  the  same,  here  differ  ma- 
terially; secondly,  here  the  plaintiffs  might  have  saved 
themselves  from  all  the  costs,  if  they  had  paid  the  amount 
the  surveyor  demanded  firom  them ;  and  thirdly,  (although 
that  would  go  only  in  reduction  of  damages),  it  was  com- 
petent to  them  to  have  paid  money  into  Court,  and  so  not 
to  have  incurred  the  subsequent  costs.  I  cannot  but 
think,  however,  that  the  Court,  in  Neak  v.  Wyltie,  would 
not  have  come  to  the  conclusion  they  did,  if  they  had 
adverted  to  the  circumstance  that  there  were  two  different 
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covenants,  under  which  a  different  measure  of  damages  Exeh.  of  pum, 
was  recoverable.  But  admitting  that  case  to  be  law,  it  is  v_1^2l 
materially  distinguishable  from  the  present.  The  only 
true  measure  of  damages  here  is,  what  it  would  have  cost 
the  defendants  to  put  the  premises  in  repair.  K  the 
plaintiffs  have  expended  more,  that  is  their  own  fault,  for 
which  the  defendants  are  not  liable. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Neale  v. 
WyUie,  the  Coxat  thought  that  performance  by  the 
assignee  of  the  lessee  would  have  been  a  performance  by 
the  lessor.  Whether  they  were  right  may  admit  of  ques- 
tion ;  but  that  was  the  principle  of  their  decision.  That 
would  not  have  been  so  here;  and  therefore  it  would  not 
necessarily  have  prevented  Price  from  bringing  the  action 
against  the  plaintiffs.  These  are  materially  different  cove- 
nants. [His  Lordship  stated  them.]  A  performance  of  the 
one,  therefore,  would  by  no  means  necessarily  be  a  per- 
formance of  the  other.  The  case  is  distinguishable  from 
Nedle  v.  WyUie  also  in  the  other  points  mentioned  by  my 
Brother  Parke ;  and  upon  the  whole,  I  do  not  see  how  the 
payment  by  the  plaintiffs  was  a  necessary  consequence  of 
the  breach  by  the  defendants.  I  think,  therefore,  that  I 
was  right  in  the  course  I  took  at  the  triaL 

Bule  discharged. 


VOL.  VII.  T  T  M.  w. 
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Exch,  qf  Pleas, 
1841. 

^-^-v— ^  Neoblen  V.  Mitchell. 

FebA2.  A 

Auumpsitona  ixSSUMPSIT. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas 
ment,  whereby,  before  the  making  of  the  promise  thereinafter  mentioned, 
!>f  t^hrtllrto  the  *^®  plaintiflF  had  with  great  skill  designed,  made,  and  pre- 
defendant  of  a  pared  a  Certain  portrait  or  drawing  of  a  certain  person,  to 
the  exclusive  wit,  Madame  Grisi :  And  whereas  the  defendant,  before 
engrav^nl  the  ^^^  making  of  the  Said  promise,  was  desirous  of  purchasing 
same  for  pubii-  ^j^g  g^id  portrait  or  drawing,  and  of  making  prints  or  en- 
defendant  pro-  gravings  therefrom,  and  publishing  the  same  for  the  profit 
£1^0, and'to  ^^  bim  the  defendant;  and  thereupon,  before  the  com- 
^*ainrifffift'*  mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of  Febru- 
proof  impres-     arv,  A.  D.  1839,  in  Consideration  of  the  premises,  and  that 

sions  of  the  en-  ••..«» 

graving  when  the  plamtiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  then 

from!  ^  The'de-  ^^^^  *^  *be  defendant  the  said  portrait  or  drawing,  toge- 

*^'Y*h°"di^*'"  ther  with  the  exclusive  copyright  of  printing  or  engrav- 

engraving  was  ing  the  samc  for  publication,  for  the  price  or  sum  of  £150, 

the  money  was  &^d  fifty  proof  impressions,   he  the  defendant  promised 

feg^dwl**"  the  plaintiflF  to  pay  him  the  said  sum  of  £150  in  two 

breach,  that,  months  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  to  deli- 

although  a  rea- 
sonable time       ver  to  the  plaintiflF  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  print  or 

Ae'ddTeS  o/  engraving  of  the  said  portrait  or  drawing  when  made  there- 
the  fifty  proof    f^^m    ^^^  tj^  plaintiff  avers,  that  although  the  defend- 

impressions,  ^  *  '  ^ 

and  although      ant  then  had  and  received  the  said  portrait  or  drawing, 

the  defendant 
was  required  to 

do  so,  yet  the  defendant  had  not  delivered  them  or  any  part  of  them,  and  had  neglected  and 
refused  so  to  do.  Plea,  that,  af\er  the  making  of  the  promise  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
after  the  making  of  the  said  engraving,  the  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  ten  proof  im- 
pressions thereof  in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same 
in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  promise  as  to  ten  of  the  fifty  impressions ;  that  he  then  was 
ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered  and  offered  to  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  him  forty  other 
impressions  of  the  said  engraving,  which  the  plaintiff  then  refused  to  accept  or  receive,  and  then 
requested  the  defendant  to  let  him  have  the  choice  of  forty  of  all  the  impressions  that  were 
printed,  to  which  request  the  defendant  then  acceded,  and  the  plaintiff  then  promised  the 
defendant  to  make  his  selection  of  the  said  forty  proof  impressions  out  of  all  the  impressions  that 
were  then  printed :  that  the  defendant  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  let  the  plaintiff 
choose  the  said  forty  out  of  all  the  impressions  then  printed,  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  never 
made  any  selection  of  the  same,  but  had  always  thence  hitherto  neglected  to  do  so;  absque 
hoc  that  the  defendant  refused  and  neglected  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  fifty  proof 
impressions,  as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged : — Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad  after 
verdict. 

Where  there  are  several  pleas  on  the  record,  if  one  of  them  traverse  immaterial  matter  in  the 
declaration,  and  the  defendant  has  pleaded  other  material  matters  which  have  been  dispoaed  of 
on  proper  issues,  the  Court  will  not  grant  a  repleader. 
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and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  made  a  Exeh.  of  Pttiu^ 
print  or  engraving  therefrom,  and  although  the  defend-     ^   ^^*'  ^ 
ant,  in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise,  did  after-      Neoelen 
wards,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  two  months  afore-     Mitchell. 
said,  pay  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  JE150,  yet,  although 
a  reasonable  time  for  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  of  fifty 
proof  impressions  of  the  said  print  or  engraving  had  elapsed 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  although  the 
defendant,  after  the  expiration  of  such  reasonable  time, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 
same  day  and  year,  was  requested  to  deliver  to  the  plain- 
tiff fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  said  print  or  engraving, 
the  defendant  has  disregarded  his  promise,  and  has  not 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  said 
print  or  engraving,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  has  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do. — ^There 
were  also  counts  for  goods  sold,  work  and  labour,  and  on 
an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  except  as  to  the  first  count,  non 
assumpsit ;  secondly,  as  to  the  request  mentioned  in  the 
first  count,  to  deliver  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  said- 
print,  that  he  was  not  so  requested :  thirdly,  that  he  the 
defendant,  after  making  the  print  or  engraving  from  the 
said  portrait  or  drawing  as  in  that  count  mentioned,  deli- 
vered to  the  plaintiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  same, 
according  to  his  said  promise  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned :  fourthly,  **  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  after 
the  making  of  the  said  print  or  engraving  firom  the  said 
portrait  or  drawing,  to  ¥rit,  on  the  said  day  and  year  in 
tiie  said  first  count  mentioned,  the  defendant  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  ten  proof  impressions  of  the  said  print  or  en- 
graving, in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise  in  that 
behalf,  and  the  plaintiff  then  accepted,  had,  and  kept  the 
said  ten  proof  impressions,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant  in  the  said  first  count 

TT  2 
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Exch.  qf  Pleas, 
1841. 

^■^-v— ^  Neoelen  V.  Mitchell. 

Feb.  1 2.  A 

Auumpsit  on  a  jTxSSUMPSIT. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas 
mcnt,w^reby,  before  the  making  of  the  promise  thereinafter  mentioned, 
If  thr^le'to  the  *^®  plaintiff  had  with  great  skill  designed,  made,  and  pre- 
defendant  of  a  pared  a  Certain  portrait  or  drawing  of  a  certain  person,  to 
the  exclusive  wit,  Madame  Grisi :  And  whereas  the  defendant,  before 
::S»;  1  *«  -«^g  of  the  said  promise,  was  desirous  of  purchasing 
same  for  pubii-  h^q  gajfl  portrait  or  drawing,  and  of  making  prints  or  en- 
defendant  pro-  gravings  therefirom,  and  publishing  the  same  for  the  profit 
£150,  and  to  ^^  bim  the  defendant;  and  thereupon,  before  the  com- 
^ulnUfffi^''  mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of  Febru- 
proof  imprei-     arv,  A.  D.  1839,  in  Consideration  of  the  premises,  and  that 

•ions  of  the  en- 

paving  when  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  then 

from!  ^  ThVde-  ^^^  *^  *be  defendant  the  said  portrait  or  drawing,  toge- 

*^' d'*h°"  h^*'"  ther  with  the  exclusive  copyright  of  printing  or  engrav- 

engraving  was  ing  the  samc  for  publication,  for  the  price  or  sum  of  £150, 

the  money  was  &^d  fifty  proof  imprcssions,  he  the  defendant  promised 

uiedwl**"  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  sum  of  £150  in  two 

breach,  that,  months  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  to  deli- 

although  a  rea-  .      . 

sonabie  time  Ycr  to  the  plaintiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  print  or 
ft'deu?«;  o7  engraving  of  the  said  portrait  or  drawing  when  made  theie- 
the  fifty  proof    {^^^    ^^^  tj^  plaintiff  avers,  that  although  the  defend- 

impressions,  ^  r  f  o 

and  although      ant  then  had  and  received  the  said  portrait  or  drawing, 

the  defendant 
was  required  to 

do  so,  yet  the  defendant  had  not  delivered  them  or  any  part  of  them,  and  had  neglected  and 
refused  so  to  do.  Plea,  that,  ader  the  making  of  the  promise  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
after  the  making  of  the  said  engraving,  the  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  ten  proof  im- 
pressions thereof  in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same 
in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  promise  as  to  ten  of  the  fifty  impressions ;  that  he  then  was 
ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered  and  offered  to  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  bim  forty  other 
impressions  of  the  said  engraving,  which  the  plaintiff  then  refused  to  accept  or  receive,  and  then 
requested  the  defendant  to  let  him  have  the  choice  of  forty  of  all  the  impressions  that  were 
printed,  to  which  request  the  defendant  then  acceded,  and  the  plaintiff  then  promised  the 
defendant  to  make  his  selection  of  the  said  forty  proof  impressions  out  of  all  the  impressions  that 
were  then  printed :  that  the  defendant  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  let  the  plaintiff 
choose  the  said  forty  out  of  all  the  impressions  then  printed,  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  never 
made  any  selection  of  the  same,  but  had  always  thence  hitherto  neglected  to  do  so;  absque 
hoc  that  the  defendant  refused  and  neglected  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  fifty  proof 
impressions,  as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged : — Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad  after 
verdict. 

Where  there  are  several  pleas  on  the  record,  if  one  of  them  traverse  immaterial  matter  in  the 
declaration,  and  the  defendant  has  pleaded  other  material  matters  which  have  been  disposed  of 
on  proper  issues,  the  Court  will  not  grant  a  repleader. 
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and  afterwards^  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  made  a  Exeh.  0/  PUas, 

print  or  engraving  therefrom,  and  although  the  defend-     .    *^*'  . 

ant,  in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise,  did  afte]^•      Nboelen 

wards,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  two  months  afore-     Mitchell. 

said,  pay  the  plaintifP  the  said  sum  of  JEISO,  yet,  although 

a  reasonable  time  for  the  deUvery  to  the  plaintiff  of  fifty 

proof  impressions  of  the  said  print  or  engraving  had  elapsed 

before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  although  the 

defendant,  after  the  expiration  of  such  reasonable  time, 

and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 

same  day  and  year,  was  requested  to  deliver  to  the  plain* 

tiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  said  print  or  engraving, 

the  defendant  has  disregarded  his  promise,  and  has  not 

delivered  to  the  plaintiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  said 

print  or  engraving,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part 

thereof,  and  has  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do. — ^There 

were  also  counts  for  goods  sold,  work  and  labour,  and  on 

an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  except  as  to  the  first  count,  non 
assumpsit ;  secondly,  as  to  the  request  mentioned  in  the 
first  count,  to  deliver  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  said- 
print,  that  he  was  not  so  requested :  thirdly,  that  he  the 
defendant,  after  making  the  print  or  engraving  from  the 
said  portrait  or  drawing  as  in  that  count  mentioned,  deli- 
vered to  the  plaintiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the  same, 
according  to  his  said  promise  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned :  fourthly,  ''  that  aft;er  the  making  of  the  said  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  after 
the  making  of  the  said  print  or  engraving  from  the  said 
portrait  or  drawing,  to  wit,  on  the  said  day  and  year  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  the  defendant  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  ten  proof  impressions  of  the  said  print  or  en- 
graving, in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise  in  that 
behalf,  and  the  plaintiff  then  accepted,  had,  and  kept  the 
said  ten  proof  impressions,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant  in  the  said  first  count 

TT  2 
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Exek.  of  PUas,  mentioned,  as  to  ten  of  the  said  fifty  proof  impressions  to 
*  ^  be  delivered  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned;  and  the 
Nboblen  defendant  further  saith,  that  he  then,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
MiTCHBLL.  day  and  year  aforesaid  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
was  ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered  and  offered  to 
the  plaintiff,  to  deliver  to  him  forty  other  proof  impressions 
of  the  said  print  or  engraving,  which  the  plaintiff  then 
refused  to  accept  or  receive,  and  then  requested  the  de- 
fendant to  let  him  the  plaintiff  have  the  choice  of  forty  of 
all  the  impressions  that  were  printed,  to  which  request  the 
defendant  then  acceded,  and  the  plaintiff  then  promised 
the  defendant  that  he  would  make  Ids  selection  of  the  said 
forty  proof  impressions  of  all  the  impressions  that  were 
then  printed,  to  wit,  of  two  hundred  impressions  then 
printed :  and  the  defendant  says,  that  he  has  been  always 
ready  and  willing  thence  hitherto  to  let  the  plaintiff  choose 
the  said  forty  out  of  all  the  impressions  of  the  said  print 
or  engraving  then  printed,  but  that  the  plaintiff  has  never 
made  any  selection  of  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff  himself 
has  always  thence  hitherto  neglected  to  make  a  selection 
as  aforesaid :  without  this,  that  he  the  defendant  refused 
and  neglected  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  fifty  proof 
impressions,  as  in  the  said  first  count  in  that  behalf  al- 
leged.— On  these  several  pleas  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Jbinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  on  the  first  and  fourth  issues,  and 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second  and  third,  with  £30  contin- 
gent damages  as  the  value  of  the  forty  prints,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  fourth  plea«  In  the 
early  part  of  Michaelmas  Term,  Thesiger  obtained  a  rule 
for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  accordingly. 

Kelly  and  Hoggins  shewed  cause  in  the  same  term,  (Nov. 
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20). — It  will  be  said  on  the  other  side^  that  the  traverse  jg^^.  ^  pum, 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  plea  is  an  immaterial  traverse ;  ^Q^^*  , 
but  that  is  not  so.  The  plea  contains  an  express  reference  negblrn 
to  the  averment  of  readiness  and  willingness  to  deliver  Mitchell. 
contained  in  the  declaration :  it  commences  with  an  induce- 
ment, and  concludes  with  a  special  traverse.  Perhaps  the 
plea  might  be  bad  on  special  demurrer,  but  after  verdict 
it  is  a  substantial  answer  to  the  first  count.  The  rule  with 
respect  to  inducements  is  thus  laid  down  in  Stephen  on 
Pleading,  188  (a),  '^  that  the  inducement  should  be  such 
as  in  itself  amounts  to  a  sufficient  answer  in  substance  to 
the  last  pleading.'^  This  plea  being  in  denial  of  the  neglect 
and  refusal  to  deliver  the  prints,  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion, it  will  be  necessary  to  call  attention  to  the  declaration. 
It  alleges,  that  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the  delivery 
to  the  plaintiff  of  the  prints  had  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  and  although  the  defendant,  after 
the  expiration  of  such  reasonable  time,  was  requested  to 
deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  prints,  the  defendant  had  not  deli- 
vered them,  but  had  neglected  so  to  do.  The  plea,  especially 
after  verdict,  contains  a  substantial  answer  to  that  breach. 
[Lord  Jbinffcr,  C.  B. — ^This  is  a  plea  in  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion.] After  verdict,  it  will  be  presumed  that  this  substituted 
agreement  was  received  in  satisfaction  of  the  former  agree- 
ment. [Parke,  B. — If  you  strike  out  the  conclusion,  of 
the  special  traverse,  you  will  find  that  the  plea  is  defective.] 
It  is  submitted  that  it  is  a  good  answer  after  verdict. 
The  Judge  could  not  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
defendant,  unless  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  plea  took  place 
within  a  reasonable  time.  The  plea  alleges  that  he  the 
defendant  then,  to  wit,  on  the  said  day  and  year  aforesaid  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  was  ready  and  willing  and  then 
tendered  and  offered  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  the  forty  prints. 
What  is  the  day  and  year  in  the  first  count  mentioned  ? 
It  is  the  reasonable  time  mentioned  in  the  declaration ;  and 

(a)  3rd  edition. 
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X^dk  ^  PUat,  this  amounts  in  BobBtance  to  an  allegation  that  an  offer 
.  ^^^'  .  to  deliver  the  prints  was  made  within  a  reasonable  time. 
Neoeleh  Mr.  Serjeant  ffiiUamt,  in  his  notes  to  SletmeU  v.  Hoj^  {a), 
UiTCHELu  apeaking  of  imper&ctionB  which  are  cured  by  a  Terdict  at 
conunon  law,  laya — "  Where  there  ia  any  defect,  imperfec> 
tion,  or  omission  in  any  pleading,  whether  in  substance  or 
form,  which  would  hare  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  de- 
murrer, yet  if  the  issue  joined  be  such  as  necessarily 
required  on  the  trial  proof  of  the  facts  so  defectively  or 
imperfectly  stated  or  omitted,  and  without  which  it  is  not 
to  be  presumed  that  either  the  Judge  would  direct  the 
jury  to  give,  or  the  jury  would  have  given,  the  verdict,  such 
defect,  imperfection,  or  omission,  is  cured  by  the  verdict 
by  the  common  law."  The  Court  must  look  to  the  whole 
of  the  plea.  IParke,  B.  The  whole  of  your  argument 
tarns  on  the  allegation  of  "  the  day  and  year  aforesaid  in 
the  lirst  count  mentionecl ;"  but  you  cannot  contend  that 
it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  predse  day  alleged,  for  that  is 
not  material.  You  do  not  aver  that  the  day  and  year  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration  was  within  a  reasonable  time.  If 
the  traverse  is  struck  out,  it  is  clearly  a  bad  plea.  £very  alle- 
gation in  the  plea  would  be  supported  by  proof  of  a  tender 
and  acceptance  twelve  months  afterwards.]  The  autho- 
rities are  very  strong  as  to  the  defect  being  cured  by  verdict 
of  which  many  instances  are  put  in  Mr.  Serjeant  WUliem^t 
notes  to  the  case  of  SletmeU  v.  Hogg.  If  the  defendant 
did  not,  as  is  in  substance  alleged  in  the  plea,  tender  and 
offer  to  deliver  the  prints  within  a  reasonable  time,  the 
Judge  could  not  have  left  the  issue  to  the  jury,  and  tiie  juy 
could  not  have  found  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
The  new  rules  do  not  affect  the  mode  f£  pleading  this  qicaal 
traverse.  In  the  Croaa  Keys  BrUlge  Company  v.  Ratclinffi  (ft), 
the  declaration  was  for  carelessly  impinging  with  a  aiuf 
against  the  plaintiff's  bridge,  whereby  damage  aocnwd]  tai 
there  was  a  plea  that  Uie  plaintiffs  impropec|]r.||| 
(a)  1  Sound.  227.  t*)  3  Bing.  fi 
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channel  by  an  obstruction,  without  tbl?,  that  the  damage 
was  occasioned  hj  the  carelessness  of  the  defendants;  and 
it  was  held,  that  under  this  plea  the  defendants  were  enti- 
tled to  give  eiidence  in  disproof  of  their  carelessness,  after 
they  had  failed  to  establish  the  obstruction  imputed  to 
the  plaintiffs.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  there  says — "  The  effect  of  a 
traverse  in  pleading  is  the  same  as  it  was  before  the  neir 
rules ;"  and  be  adds,  "  I  cannot  see  how  the  plaintiff  is 
injured  by  such  a  mode  of  pleading ;  for  by  the  special 
inducement  the  defendants  shew  that  one  ground  on  which 
they  mean  to  rely  is,  that  the  accident  was  occasioned  by 
the  default  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  not  by  the  negligence  of 
the  defendants.  And  though  they  failed  to  establish  any 
default  in  the  plaintiffs,  I  think  they  are  at  liberty,  under 
such  a  plea,  to  shew  also  that  the  defcudauts  have  not 
been  guilty  of  negligence."  If  this  plea  hod  concluded 
with  a  veri6cation,  the  replication  would  have  been  that  the 
defendant  did  neglect,  &c.  Then  is  not  the  verdict  found 
in  accordance  with  that  view  ?  The  question  before  the  jury 
was,  did  the  defendant  neglect  or  refuse  to  deliver  the 
prints  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  jury  having 
found  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  all  the  evidence  nccessaiy 
to  support  that  finding  mast  be  assumed  to  have  been 
given  at  the  trial.  In  Rtahton  v.  Aapinall  (a).  Lord  Mans- 
field states  the  rule  to  be,  "that  where  the  plaintiff  haa 
stated  his  title  or  ground  of  action  defectively  or  inacca- 
rately, — because,  to  entitle  him  to  recover,  all  circnmstancei 
necessary,  in  form  or  substance,  to  complete  the  title  so 
imperfectly  stated,  must  be  proved  at  the  trial, — ^it  is  i  Ar 
presumption,  after  a  verdict,  that  they  were  prDved.''-r3Vr 
cited  also  Frederick  v.  Lookup  [b),  Ameg  v.  Zny  (e),  ^"^ 
r.  HarriM  (d),  Mackmurdo  v.  Smith  (e),  S^  r.Om^i/i' 
Bradley  v.  Milncs  {g),  and  Hiimpkreyg  r.  PrtH^ 
>)  7  r.R.  sit     ' 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  Thestger  and  CotoUng,  contra. — ^The  authority  of  the 
'  ^  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  is  not  disputed.  All  those 
Nbgelen  cases  were  intended  to  establish  a  distinction  between  a 
MiTCHBLL.  statement  of  a  defective  title,  and  a  title  defectively  stated. 
This  is  not  a  good  answer  defectively  stated.  The  real 
breach  of  contract  here  is,  that  the  defendant  has  not 
deUvered  the  forty  prints,  and  has  neglected  so  to  do.  The 
contract  was  broken  by  the  non-deliveiy,  and  the  plain- 
tiff establishes  his  breach  by  shewing  that  they  have  not 
been  delivered.  K  the  defendant  had  any  answer  as  to  the 
non-delivery,  he  should  have  pleaded  it.  K  this  is  to  be 
taken  as  a  plea  with  a  special  traverse,  it  is  altogether 
bad,  because  it  is  in  confession  and  avoidance;  for  it 
amounts  to  this — I  did  not  neglect  to  deliver,  because  I  was 
excused.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  traverse;  if  it  is  a  denial  of  the  breach,  the  plea  is  good 
after  verdict.]  The  plea  states  matter  of  excuse,  and  says, 
therefore  I  have  not  neglected  to  deliver — ^it  states  circum- 
stances to  shew  that  there  was  no  neglect,  and  which  yet  ad- 
mit that  there  was  a  non-deliveiy.  The  plea  cannot  be  read 
without  the  inducement,  because  that  throws  light  upon 
the  traverse.  In  Stephen  on  Pleading,  183  (a),  it  is  said, 
"It  is  a  rule  that  the  inducement  should  be  such  as 
in  itself  amounts  to  a  suflBicient  answer  in  substance  to  the 
last  pleading ;  for  it  is  the  use  and  object  of  the  induce- 
ment to  give  an  explained  or  qualified  denial;  that  is, 
to  state  such  circumstances  as  tend  to  shew  that  the  last 
pleading  is  not  true ;  the  absque  hoc  being  added  merely 
to  put  that  denial  in  a  positive  form,  which  had  been  pre- 
viously made  in  an  indirect  one.''  If  that  rule  be  kept 
in  view,  the  plea  is  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  expressly  shews 
that  the  prints  have  not  been  delivered.  It  is  impossible 
after  verdict  to  presume  that  that  was  proved  at  the  trial. 
If  the  plea  had  stated  that  the  defendant  was  ready  and 

(a)  3rd  edition. 
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willing,  and  tendered  to  deliver  the  prints  at  the  end  of  a  Exek.  of  puat, 
reasonable  time,  that  would  have  been  bad ;  because  the  ^  ^  ^ 
party  must  always  have  been  willing  to  deliver  the  goods,  Nboblbn 
unless  they  are  of  a  cumbersome  nature,  which  these  were  mitcbbll. 
not.  Stone  v.  Gilliam  {a)  is  the  only  case  where  it  is  laid 
down  that  there  need  not  be  an  actual  tender  of  the  goods, 
and  there  Lord  Hott  takes  a  distinction  between  the 
case  of  cumbersome  goods  and  those  which  are  portable; 
holding,  in  the  former  case,  that  the  bringing  them 
to  a  convenient  place  firom  whence  they  might  be  loaded 
on  board  a  ship,  and  offering  the  master  to  send  them 
on  board,  was  a  sufficient  tender.  That,  however,  is 
a  totally  different  case  firom  the  present,  where  the  goods 
were  portable.  In  1  Wms.  Saund.  88  c.  it  is  said — "  The 
action  of  assumpsit  being  to  recover  damages  against  the 
defendant  for  the  non-performance  of  his  promise,  a  tender 
cannot  in  this  action  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  damages,  for 
that  would  be  to  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  his 
debt,  which  cannot  be,  for  the  debtor  must  nevertheless  pay 
the  debt.'^  But  this  plea  is  clearly  bad  for  not  averring  that 
the  defendant  tendered  the  latter  forty  prints.  [Parke,  B.— > 
Would  it  not  be  good  to  plead  simply  that  he  did  not  neglect 
to  deliver,  in  manner  and  form?]  This  is  a  bad  plea,  because 
it  takes  issue  on  that  which  is  merely  aggravation.  On 
the  other  point,  that  the  inducement  cannot  be  neglected. 
Craven  v.  Sanderson  {b)  is  an  authority.  There  Littledale,  J., 
says — ''  In  pleas  where  the  traverse  is  led  to  by  an  in- 
ducement, facts  stated  in  the  introductory  part  may  be 
very  fit  to  be  proved  with  reference  to  the  matter  tra- 
versed, but  they  do  not  require  to  be  proved  as  forming 
part  of  the  inducement.''  The  traverse  here  is  a  mere 
explanation  of  the  inducement,  and  the  inducement  ought 
to  be  read  as  connected  with  the  traverse;  and  if  so,  the 

(a)  1  Show.  149.  (6)  4  Ad.  &  £U.  672. 
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£mA.  0/  pum,  plea  18  bad  in  substance,  because  the  traverse  is  on  an 
^    ^^^*  ^    immaterial  fact. 
Nboelbn  Cor.  adr.  vult. 


Mitchell. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabke,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  a 
^Lotion  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the  fourth 
plea. 

The  plaintiff  declared  on  a  special  agreement,  whereby, 
in  consideration  of  the  sale  of  a  portrait,  and  of  the  exclu- 
sive copyright  of  printing  or  engraving  the  same  for  publi* 
cation,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  JE150  in 
two  months,  and  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  fifty  proof  im- 
pressions of  the  print  or  engraving,  when  made  therefrom. 
The  declaration  avers  that  an  engraving  was  made,  and 
£150  paid,  and  alleges  as  a  breach,  that  although  a  rea- 
sonable time  had  elapsed  for  tbe  delivery  of  fifty  proof 
impressions,  and  although  the  defendant  was  requested  to 
do  so,  yet  the  defendant  had  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
fifty  proof  impressions,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  had  neg- 
lected and  refused  so  to  do.  Tbe  fourth  plea,  on  which  the 
question  arises,  is  as  follows.  [His  Lordship  here  read  the 
plea,  as  ante,  p.  618.] 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  contract,  as  above  stated, 
required  the  fifty  impressions  to  be  deUvered  as  soon  as 
they  were  made,  or  at  least  a  reasonable  time  aft;erwards, 
and  the  non-delivery  at  that  time  is  the  breach  alleged. 
The  rest  of  the  matter  stated  in  the  breach,  of  the  non- 
delivery generally,  and  the  general  neglect  and  refusal,  is 
surplusage.  According  to  the  rules  of  correct  pleading, 
the  plea  to  this  breach  should  either  have  stated,  that  the 
impressions  were  so  delivered,  or  should  have  confessed 
that  they  were  not,  and  stated  some  sufficient  matter  of 
avoidance.     But  the  pica  in  this  case  (if  we  read  it  with- 
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out  the  traverse  at  the  end)  contains  neither  of  these  r©»  Exeh.  rf  p 
quisites;  it  does  not  state  a  delivery  of  the  whole,  nor  a     ^ 
delivery  in  due  time  of  any  part,  and  therefore  is  not  good      Nbgele 
by  way  of  denial  of  the  breach ;  nor,  if  it  is  to  be  taken     Mitchej 
to  have  confessed  the  breach,  does  it  sufSiciently  avoid  it ; 
for,  as  to  part,  though  it  states  a  tender,  the  tender  is  not 
averred  to  have  been  in  due  time,  and  what  is  pleaded 
afterwards  amounts  to  accord  without  satisfieu^tion  as  to 
that  part.    The  plea,  therefore,  would  be  bad  without  the 
special  traverse;  and  would  be  so  non  obstante  veredicto. 
And  with  the  special  traverse,  it  is  perfectly  clear  it  would 
have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer,  for  several  reasons. 

But  the  question  is,  whether  after  verdict,  this  special 
traverse,  issue  being  joined  thereon,  is  good ;  and  this  is 
the  only  point  on  which  the  Court  entertained  any  doubt, 
when  the  case  was  argued.  If  the  traverse  had  stood  alone, 
without  the  inducement,  the  Court  at  one  time  intimated 
its  opinion  that  it  would  have  been  good,  as  a  denial  of 
the  breach,  on  the  ground  that  a  plea  of  non  infregit  con* 
ventionem  (a),  though  bad  on  demurrer,  would  have  been 
good  after  verdict :  but  on  consideration,  we  are  not  satis* 
fied  that  such  a  traverse  would  have  been  a  denial  of  the 
breach,  that  is,  would  have  been  equivalent  to  an  aver- 
ment of  delivery  in  due  time,  even  if  it  had  stood  alone:  but| 
taken  with  the  inducement,  it  seems  to  us  that  it  cannot 
be  understood  in  any  other  sense  than  as  a  denial  of  the 
neglect  and  refusal  altogether  to  deliver;  for  the  induce- 
ment in  effect  admits  non-performance :  and  then  the  spe- 
cial traverse,  to  be  consistent,  must  be  taken  to  mean  an 
averment  that  the  defendant,  although  he  had  not  deli- 
vered in  due  time,  had  not  altogether  refused  and  neg- 
lected to  deUver,  which  is  the  averment  in  the  declaration, 
for  the  declaration  asserts  in  effect  that  the  defendant  has 
never  delivered  at  any  time,  and  has  altogether  neglected 

(a)  1  Lev.  183 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Pleader,  (2  V.)  5. 
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Ereh.  of  Pleat,  Aud  refused  80  to  do.    In  that  mode  of  construing  the 

plea^  the  traverse  is  bad.  If  the  defendant  had  proved  at 
the  trial  an  offer  to  deliver  the  day  before  the  writ  issued^ 
Mitchell.  ^^^S  ^^^  ^  reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  the  issue  would 
have  been  found  for  the  defendant ;  and  would  certainly 
be  no  good  answer  in  point  of  law. 

That  being  so,  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  We 
think  he  is,  and  that  it  is  not  a  case  for  a  repleader.  If  this 
had  been  the  sole  plea,  it  would  have  been  a  case  for  a  re- 
pleader; but  there  are  several  other  pleas  on  the  record; 
and  if  one  out  of  several  pleas  traverses  immaterial  matter 
in  the  declaration,  and  the  defendant  pleads  other  mate- 
rial matters,  which  are  disposed  of  on  proper  issues  raised 
npon  them,  the  reasons  for  a  repleader  cease.  For  this 
the  case  of  Goodbume  v.  Bowman  (a),  which  was  recognised, 
with  some  qualifications,  by  some  of  the  Judges^  in  the 
case  of  CoUins  v.  Gwytme,  in  Dom.  Proc.  {b),  is  an  authority, 
and  the  case  of  Plummer  v.  Lee  in  this  Court  (c),  in  which, 
under  similar  circumstances,  a  repleader  was  awarded, 
must  be  considered  as  overruled.  Indeed,  it  was  not  dis- 
puted in  the  present  case,  that  if  the  issue  was  immaterial, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  9  Bing.  532 ;  2  M.  &  Scott,  Scott's  N.  R.  71 1 ;  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
700.  453. 

(b)  Since  reported   under    the  (c)  2  M.  &  W.  495. 
name  of  Gwynne  v.   Burnell,    1 
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Exek,  of  Plgat, 
1841. 

Merbt  v.  Green  and  Another.  " 

rp  Feb.  12. 

X  BESPASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment.  Pleas,  A  person  pur- 
first,  not  guilty,  whereupon  issue  was  joined;  secondly,  puWicauctton, 
that  the  plaintiff,  before  the  commission  of  any  of  the  said  *  ^"!f*"  *" 

*  '  "^  which  he  ailer- 

trespasses  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  16th  wards  dUcover- 
day  of  November,  a.  d.  1839,  at  the  parish  of  Ashby-de-la-  drawer,  a  purse 
Zouch,in  the  county  of  Leicester,  with  force  and  arms,  one  ^y^t^Mdi  he' 
purse  of  the  value  of  one  shilling,  and  eight  pieces  of  the  appropriated  to 
current  gold  coin  of  the  realm  called  sovereigns,  of  the  va-  the  time  of  the 
lue  of  jE8,  fifty  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm  knew  th^t'the 
called  half-crowns,  fifty  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  ed  anything*^"' 
realm  called  shillings,  fifty  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  whatever:-- 
of  the  realm  called  sixpences,  one  silver  coin  called  a  five  the  huyer  had 
shilling  piece,  one  piece  of  gold  coin  called  a  guinea,  certain  tS'Sat^the 
valuable  securities,  that  is  to  say,  two  promissory  notes  !>"'«■"  *ion«» 

'  .^ '  r  J  a„(]  not  Its  con- 

each  for  the  payment  of  j620,  and  of  the  value  of  d620 ;  tents,  if  any, 

was  sold  to 

two  promissory  notes  each  for  the  payment  of  dElO,  and  of  him;  or  if  he 
the  value  of  £10 ;  twelve  promissory  notes  each  for  the  JlfbeHeve  ^a" 
iiayment  of  J65,  and  of  the  value  of  £5  :  one  pair  of  dtt'  '"y  ^^^"»  ™®'« 

'^^  '  '  *^  than  the  bureau 

rings,  one  ring,  two  silver  thimbles,  and  one  snuff-box,  of  itself  was  sold, 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  one  Francis  Tunnicliffe,  of  great  of  the  money '^ 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  £200,  then  and  there  being  ^kinVand'hlT 
found,  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  against  ^^  guilty  of 

,  ^I.___  _  \    f      •  larceny  in  ap- 

the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity;  propriating  it  to 
wherefore  the  defendants  did,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  But^thatirhe 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  of  ^"^  reasonable 

'  '  ^  ground  for  be- 

Ashby-de-Ia-Zouch  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Leicester  Ueving  that  he 
aforesaid,  give  the  plaintiff  in  charge  to  one  Robert  Knight,  reau  with  iu 
then  and  there  being  a  headborough  and  peace-officer  of  he^had  a'roioS?- 
our  Lady  the  Queen,  in  and  for  the  said  parish  of  Ashby-  «bie  right  to  the 

~  property,  and  it 

de-la-Zouch,  and  then  requested  the  said  headborough  and  was  no  larceny. 
peace-officer  to  take  the  said  plaintiff  into  his  custody,  and 
him  safely  keep  until  he  could  be  carried  and  conveyed, 
and  to  carry  and  convey  him,  before  some  or  one  of  the 
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Exek,  0/  Pi€ai,  justices  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
}^}^  Queen  within  the  said  county  of  Leicester,  and  to  hear 
and  determine  divers  felonies  and  misdemeanours  commit- 
ted within  the  said  county  of  Leicester,  to  be  examined  by 
and  before  the  said  justice  touching  and  concerning  the 
premises,  and  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law : 
and  on  that  occasion  he  the  said  Robert  Knight  did,  to  wit, 
at  Ashby-de-la-Zouch  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Leicester 
aforesllid,  take  the  plaintiff  into  his  custody,  and  seised 
and  laid  hold  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  little  pulled  and  drag- 
ged him  about,  and  compelled  him  to  go  from  and  out  of 
the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff  at  Ashby-de-la-Zouch 
aforesaid,  and  to  be  conveyed  in  custody  along  the  said 
streets  and  highways  at  Ashby-de-la-Zouch,  to  the  said 
lock-up,  the  same  being  situate  at  Ashby-de-la-Zouch 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Leicester  aforesaid,  and  a 
proper  and  fit,  and  usual  and  convenient  place  in  that 
behalf,  and  did  then  imprison,  and  keep  and  detain  him 
in  the  said  lock-up,  in  order  that  he  might  be,  and  until 
he  could  be,  conveniently  carried  before  such  justice  as 
fiforesaid,  the  same  being  a  reasonable  time,  and  detention 
and  imprisonment  in  that  behalf;  and  did  at  the  expiration 
thereof,  and  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  and  could  be, 
convey  the  plaintiff,  and  forced  and  caused  him  to  be  con- 
vqred  in  custody,  in  and  along  the  said  other  streets  and 
ways,  to  the  said  house  in  the  declaration  lastly  mentioned, 
the  same  being  situated  in  Ashby-de-la-Zouch  aforesaid, 
to  and  before  the  Rev.  John  Piddocke,  clerk,  then  being 
one  of  the  justices  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen  within  and  for  the  said  county  of  Leices- 
ter, &c.,  (the  said  Rev.  John  Piddocke  then  being  at  the 
said  last-mentioned  house),  to  be  examined  by  and  before 
the  said  John  Piddocke  touching  and  concerning  the  pre- 
mises, and  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law ;  and 
detained  and  imprisoned  the  plaintiff  there  a  reasonable 
and  convenient  time,  until  he  the  plaintiff   could  be 
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carried  before  tlie  said  John  Piddocke  as  aforesaid :  by  JSveA.  if  Pieat^ 
means  of  which  said  9everal  premises,  the  plaintiff  was  ^  ^^^'^ 
assaulted,  seized,  laid  hold  of,  pulled,  and  dragged  about, 
and  forced  and  compelled,  and  conveyed,  and  detained 
and  imprisoned,  and  kept  and  detained  in  prison,  at 
Ashby-de-la-2iOUch  aforesaid,  upon  the  occasion  and  for 
the  space  of  time  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same 
being  a  reasonable  time  for  that  purpose,  and  lawful  and 
just  for  the  causes  aforesaid ;  which  are  the  alleged  tres- 
passes in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  whereof  the 
plaintiff  hath  above  complained  against  the  defendant:  with^ 
out  this,  that  they  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  the  said 
alleged  trespasses,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  elsewhere 
than  at  the  parish  of  Ashby-de-la-Zouch  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  of  Leicester  aforesaid.   Verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria,  whereupott 
issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Warwidc- 
shire  assizes,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the 
case. — Messrs.  Mammatt  and  Tunnicliffe,  who  had  for 
some  time  resided  together  at  Ashby-de-la-iSouch,  in  the 
same  house,  and  keeping  the  same  table  and  servants,  in 
October,  1839,  broke  up  their  establishment,  and  sold  their 
fiirniture  (which  was  partly  joint,  and  partly  separate  pro- 
perty)  by  public  auction.  At  that  sale  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  shoe-maker  also  residing  in  Ashby,  became  the  pur- 
chaser, at  the  sum  of  1/.  6«.,  of  an  old  secretary  or  bureau^ 
the  separate  property  of  Mr.  Tunnicliffe.  The  plaintiff 
kept  the  bureau  in  his  house,  and  on  the  18th  of  Novem^ 
]i)er  following,  he  sent  for  a  boy  of  the  name  of  Grarland,  a 
carpenter's  apprentice^  to  do  some  repairs  to  the  bureau. 
Whilst  Garland  was  so  engaged,  he  remarked  to  the  plain* 
tiff  that  he  thought  there  were  some  secret  drawers  in  the 
bureau,  and,  touching  a  spring,  he  pulled  out  a  drawee 
which  contained  a  quantity  of  writings.  The  plaintiff  then 
discovered  another  drawer,  in  which  was  a  purse  contain- 
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Ejich,  ^  Pleat,  ing  seTeral  soyereigns  and  other  coins^  and  nnder  tiie 
.  ^  '  ^  parse  a  quantity  of  bank-notes  (a).  Of  this  property  the 
Mbrrt  plaintifip  took  possession^  and  telling  Garland  that  the  notes 
Ore'bk.  were  bad,  he  opened  the  purse,  and  gave  him  one  of  the 
sovereigns,  at  the  same  time  chaiging  him  to  keep  the 
matter  secret.  Garland  being  interrogated  by  hia  parents 
how  he  came  by  the  possession  of  the  sovereign,  the  trans- 
action transpired;  and  it  being  subsequently  discovered  that 
the  plaintifip  had  appropriated  the  property  to  hia  own  use, 
fidsely  alleging  that  he  had  never  had  possession  of  a  great 
portion  of  it,  the  defendants  (one  of  whom  was  the  solicitor 
of  Mr.  TunniclifiTe)  went  with  a  police  ofiScer  to  the  plain- 
tifiPs  house,  took  him  into  custody,  and  conveyed  him 
before  a  magistrate,  on  a  charge  of  felony.  The  plaintifiT 
was  ultimately  discharged,  the  magistrate  doubting  whe- 
ther a  charge  of  felony  could  be  supported.  At  the  trial, 
a  witness  of  the  name  of  Hannah  Jenkins  was  called  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintifiT,  who  deposed  that  she  was  present  at 
the  auction,  and  remembered  the  piece  of  furniture  in 
question  being  put  up  for  sale  and  bought  by  the  plaintifiT : 
that  after  it  was  sold,  an  observation  was  made  by  some  of 
the  bystanders,  to  the  efiTect  that  the  plaintifiT  might  have 
bought  something  more  than  the  bureau,  as  one  of  the 
drawers  would  not  open :  upon  which  the  auctioneer  said 
— "So  much  the  better  for  the  buyer/'  adding,  "I have 
sold  it  with  its  contents,  and  it  is  his.''  This  statement  was 
opposed  by  the  evidence  of  the  auctioneer,  who  stated,  on 
cross-examination  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  there  was 
one  drawer  which  would  not  open,  and  that  what  he  had  said 
was,  '^  That  is  of  no  consequence,  I  have  sold  the  secretary, 
and  not  its  contents."  It  did  not  appear  that  any  person 
knew  that  the  bureau  contained  anything  whatever. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury, 
that  as  the  property  had  been  delivered  to  the  plaintifiT, 

(a)  The  contents  of  the  bureau  are  set  forth  in  the  plea.  • 
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as  the  purchaser,  he  thought  there  had  been  no  felonious  Bxek.  of  PUas, 

1  Ail 

taking;  and  left  to  them  the  question  of  damages  only ;  re*  '   ^ 

serving  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.        Merry 
The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  £50  damages.       grbbn. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  fFMtehurst  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
nonsuit  entered,  or  a  new  trial  had. 

Hill  and  Hun\/rey  shewed  cause  at  the  present  sit- 
tings (Feb.  10).  If  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  Hannah 
Jenkins,  was  true,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  colour- 
able right  to  whatever  property  might  be  contained  in  the 
bureau,  and  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  a  larceny  in  retain- 
ing it.  It  should  therefore  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  or  no  they  believed  her  statement.  And  if  the 
C!ourt  should  be  of  opinion,  that,  rejecting  her  evidence,  the 
plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  a  felony,  there  ought  to  be  a 
new  trial,  and  not  a  nonsuit.  But  assuming  the  account 
given  by  the  auctioneer  of  what  passed  at  the  sale  to 
be  correct,  still  it  is  submitted  that  no  felony  was  proved. 
On  what  legal  ground  can  this  transaction  be  said  to  con- 
stitute a  felony  ?  Unless  it  include  a  trespass,  it  is  no 
larceny.  Take  the  case  of  a  carrier  to  whom  a  parcel  is 
delivered ;  there  the  possession  of  the  bailee  being  lawful, 
(as  it  was  in  the  present  case,)  no  subsequent  misappropria- 
tion can  make  him  guilty  of  a  larceny.  It  amounts  to  no 
more  than  a  breach  of  trust.  So  in  the  dase  of  a  servant 
who  has  possession  of  his  master's  property,  and  goes 
beyond  his  charge.  To  constitute  larceny,  the  original 
possession  must  be  illegal ;  whereas  here  the  bureau  and 
its  contents  were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  as  his  own 
property.  [^Parke,  B. — ^There  is  this  fact:  he  opens  a 
purse  which  belongs  to  another,  which  is  analogous  to  the 
case  of  a  carrier  who  breaks  open  a  parcel.]  In  Cartwright 
V.  Green  {a),  a  bureau  was  delivered,  for  the  purpose  of 

(«i)  8  Vet.  406. 
VOL.  VII.  V  U  M.  W. 


628  CASES    IN   THE   EXCHEQUER, 

JSxeh.  of  PUa$,  repairs,  to  a  person,  who  discovered  money  in  a  secret 

-     drawer,  which  he  converted  to  his  own  use ;  that  was  held 

Merry       to  amount  to  a  felony,  and  upon  that  ground  a  demurrer 

Vt 

Green.       to  a  bill  of  discovery  was  allowed.     The  grounds,  however, 
of  that  decision  are  very  material  to  the  consideration 
of  the  present  case.    In  delivering  judgment.  Lord  Eldon 
said — "  To  constitute  felony,  there  must  of  necessity  be  a 
felonious  taking.     Breach  of  trust  wiU  not    do.     But 
from  all  the  cases  in  Hawkins,  there  is  no  doubt,  this 
bureau  being  delivered  to  the  defendant  for  no  other 
purpose  than  repair,  if  he  broke  open  any  part  which  it 
was  not  necessary  to  touch  for  the  purpose  of  repair, 
but  with  an  intention  to  take  and  appropriate  to  his 
own  use  what  he  should  find,  that  is  a  fdonioua  taking; 
within  the  principle  of  all  the  modem  cases,  aa  not  being 
warranted  by  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  delivered.    K 
a  pocket-book  containing  bank-notes  was  left  in  the  pocket 
of  a  coat  sent  to  be  mended,  and  the  tailor  took  the  pocket- 
book  out  of  the  pocket,  and  the  notes  out  of  the  pocket- 
book,  there  is  not  the  least  doubt  that  is  a  felony.     So  if 
the  pocket-book  was  left  in  a  hackney  coach,  if  ten  people 
were  in  the  coach  in  the  course  of  the  day,  and  the  coach- 
man did  not  know  to  which  of  them  it  belonged,  he  acquires 
it  by  finding  it  certainly,  but  not  being  entrusted  with  it 
for  the  purpose  of  opening  it,  that  is  a  felony  accord- 
ing to  the  modem  cases.''    In  the  cases  mentioned  by 
Lord  Ehhn  there  was  a  felonious  taking,  which  is  not  the 
case  here.     [Parke,  B. — ^The  present  is  very  similar  to  the 
case  of  the  pocket-book.]     In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff 
had  a  property  in  the  bureau,  whereas  in  those  cases,  the 
coat  was  merely  delivered  to  the  tailor  to  be  repaired, 
and  the  pocket-book  was  deposited  in  the  coach  for  the 
purpose  of  conveyance  only,  and  in  neither  case  did  any 
property  vest  in  the  party.    The  present  case  differs  firom 
Carttaright  v.  Green  in  this  respect,  that  there  the  person 
who  had  possession  of  the  bureau  had  no  right  to  open  the 


\ 
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drawer^  it  not  being  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  E^ck.  of 
repairs  required  to  be  done ;  whereas  here,  the  plaintiff,     v^lf^ 
having  the  property  in  the  bureau,  had  a  clear  right  to       Mbri 
open  the  drawer  in  which  the  money  was  concealed.     He        Qa&j 
could  not  be  guilty  of  any  trespass  in  so  doing.    Even 
assuming  that  he  was  bound  to  return  the  money  to 
Tunnicliffe,  which  is  by  no  means  admitted,  it  amounts  to 
nothing  more  than  an  omission  to  perform  a  duty.    If  the 
original  possession  is  lawful,  when  is  the  felony  committed  ? 
\_Parke,  B. — Suppose  a  person  finds  a  cheque  in  the  street, 
and  in  the  first  instance  takes  it  up  merely  to  see  what  it 
is :  if  afterwards  he  cashes  it,  and  appropriates  the  money 
to  his  own  use,  that  is  a  felony,  though  he  is  a  mere  finder 
till  he  looks  at  it.]     Here  there  is  a  bon&  fide  delivery  to 
the  party  as  his  own  property.     How  is  Tunnicliffe  in  pos- 
session of  the  property  found,  so  as  to  maintain  trespass? 
It  never  was  in  fact  in  his  possession,  for  he  knew  nothing 
of  its  existence. 

Whitehurst^  contra. — ^A  larceny  is  a  firaudulent  taking  of 
property  by  a  person,  with  intent  to  appropriate  it  to  his 
own  use.  No  doubt  there  must  be  a  taking ;  and  that 
raises  the  real  question,  viz.,  whether  the  contents  of  the 
bureau  were  sold  with  the  bureau  itself.  According  to 
the  evidence  of  the  auctioneer,  the  contents  were  expressly 
excepted;  but  if  no  mention  of  any  thing  it  might  contain 
had  been  made,  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  bureau  could 
not  be  a  delivery  of  the  purse,  because  no  person  was 
aware  of  its  being  there.  [Parke^  B. — ^There  certainly  was 
no  intention  to  sell  this  property;  it  seems  to  be  a  mere 
case  of  finding.]  There  is  no  good  ground  for  saying  that 
trespass  might  not  have  been  maintained  here :  the  pos- 
session would  follow  the  right  of  property.  Suppose  my 
rails  are  on  another's  land,  and  he  finding  them  there^ 
removes  them  to  a  convenient  distance ;  that  is  no  trespass ; 
but  if  he  takes  them^  and  makes  use  of  them  on  his  own 

uu2 
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Exek.  of  Pieast  land,  the  right  of  property  draws  to  it  the  possession,  and 
^    ^^^'  ^     trespass  maybe  maintained  against  him.    In  the  case  men- 
Merrt       tioned  by  Lord  Eldon,  of  a  pocket-book  left  in  a  hackney 
Green.       coach,  the  property  is  left  in  the  care  only  of  the  coach- 
man, and  the  right  of  possession  still  remains  in  the  owner. 
And  in  the  case  of  the  coat  sent  for  repair,  there  is  no 
intention  to  entrust  the  tailor  with  the  pocket-book.     The 
present  case  is  not  distinguishable ;  and  with  respect  to 
the  intention  in  retaining  the  property,  that  is  a  question 
for  the  jury,  and  is  to  be  collected  from  a  variety  of  circum- 
stances.    Here  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  conyert  the 
money  to  his  own  use  was  clear. 

Parke,  B. — ^In  this  case  there  was  clearly  no  baiiment, 
because  there  was  no  intention  to  part  with  the  property 
in  question.  It  amounts,  therefore,  only  to  a  finding,  and 
comes  within  the  modem  decisions  on  that  subject.  It  is  a 
matter  fit  for  our  serious  consideration;  and  we  will  speak 
to  the  Chief  Justice  before  we  deliver  our  judgment.  No 
doubt  the  same  evidence  is  necessary  in  the  present  case, 
as  would  be  required  to  support  an  indictment. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — My  Lord  Chief  Justice  thought  in  this  case 
that,  even  assuming  the  facts  of  which  evidence  was  given 
by  the  defendant  to  be  true,  the  taking  of  the  purse  and 
abstracting  its  contents  was  not  a  larceny ;  and  that  is  the 
question  which  he  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
giving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  After  hearing 
the  argument,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  if  the 
•defendant's  case  was  true,  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of 
a  larceny  by  the  plaintiff :  but  we  cannot  direct  a  nonsuit, 
'because  a  fact  was  deposed  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 


HILARY    VACATION,   4  VKJT.  631 

which  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  and  which,  if  Exek,  of  PUm9^ 
believed  by  them,  would  have  given  a  colourable  right  to  ^  '  ^ 

him  to  the  contents  of  the  secretary,  as  well  as  to  the        Merry 
secretary  itself;  viz.  the  declaration  of  the  auctioneer,  that        GRRf  m. 
he  sold  all  that  the  piece  of  furniture  contained,  with  the 
article  itself:  and  then  the  abstraction  of  the  contents 
could  not  have  been  felonious.     There  must,  therefore,  be 
a  new  trial,  and  not  a  nonsuit. 

But  if  we  assume,  as  the  defendant's  case  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  express  notice  that  he  was  not  to  have  any 
title  to  the  contents  of  the  secretary  if  there  happened  to 
be  any  thing  in  it,  and  indeed  without  such  express  notice 
if  he  had  no  ground  to  believe  that  he  had  bought  the  con- 
tents, we  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  was  evidence  to 
make  out  a  case  of  larceny. 

It  was  contended  that  there  was  a  delivery  of  the  secre- 
tary, and  the  money  in  it,  to  the  plaintiff  as.  his  own  pro- 
perty,  which  gave  him  a  lawful  possession,  and  that  his 
subsequent  misappropriation  did  not  constitute  a  felony. 
Sut  it  seems  to  us,  that  though  there  was  a  delivery  of  ^ 
the  secretary,  and  a  lawful  property  in  it  thereby  vested 
in  the  plaintiff,  there  was  no  delivery  so  as  to  give  a  law- 
ful possession  oftJie  purse  and  money.  The  vendor  had  na 
intention  to  deliver  it,  nor  the  vendee  to  receive  it ;  both 
were  ignorant  of  its  existence:  and  when  the  plaintiff 
discovered  that  there  was  a  secret  drawer  containing  the 
purse  and  money,  it  was  a  simple  case  of  finding,  and  the 
law  applicable  to  all  cases  of  finding  applies  to  this. 

The  old  rule  (a),  that  '^  if  one  lose  his  goods  and  another 
find  them,  though  he  convert  them  animo  furandi  to  his 
own  use,  it  is  no  larceny,^'  has  undergone  in  more  recent 
times  some  limitations;  one  is,  that  if  the  finder  knows 
who  the  owner  of  the  lost  chattel  is,  or  if,  from  any  mark 
upon  it,  or  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is  found,  the 

(a)  3  Inst.  108. 
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Bnk.  qf  PUat,  owner  could  be  reasonably  ascertained,  tben  the  fraudulent 
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'  ^  conversion,  animo  furandi,  constitutes  a  larceny  (a).  Un- 
IfERRT  der  this  head  fall  the  cases  where  the  finder  of  a  pocket- 
GBEBir.  book  with  bank-notes  in  it,  with  a  name  on  them,  converts 
them  animo  fdrandi;  or  a  hackney  coachman,  who  ab- 
stracts the  contents  of  a  parcel  which  has  been  left  in  his 
coach  by  a  passenger  (6),  whom  he  could  easily  ascertain ; 
or  a  tail(»r  who  finds,  and  applies  to  his  own  use,  a  pocket- 
book  in  a  eoat  sent  to  him  to  repair  by  a  customer,  whom 
he  must  know  {&) :  all  these  have  been  held  to  be  cases  of 
krceny;  and  the  present  is  an  instance  of  the  same  kind, 
and  not  distinguishable  from  them.  It  is  said  that  the 
offence  cannot  be  larceny,  unless  the  taking  would  be  a 
trespass,  and  that  is  true ;  but  if  the  finder,  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  must  have  known  who  was  the 
owner,  and  instead  of  keeping  the  chattel  for  him,  means 
from  the  first  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use,  he  does  not 
acquire  it  by  a  rightfrd  title,  and  the  true  owner  might 
maintain  trespass :  and  it  seems  also  fi^m  Wynne^s  cote, 
that  if,  under  the  like  circumstances,  he  acquire  possession, 
and  mean  to  act  honestly,  but  afterwards  alter  his  mind, 
and  open  the  parcel  with  intent  to  embezzle  its  contents, 
such  unlawful  act  would  render  him  guilty  of  larceny. 

We  therefore  think  that  the  rule  must  be  absolute  for  a 
new  trial,  in  order  that  a  question  may  be  submitted  to 
the  jury,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  reason  to  believe  that 
he  bought  the  contents  of  the  bureau,  if  any,  and  conse- 
quently had  a  colour  of  right  to  the  pvc^erty. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  triaL 

(a)  RuMell  on  Crimes,  102.  (c)  Carlwriykt  ▼.  Orfmi,  8  Yes. 

(6)  fFynne*s  Ca9e,  Leach,  C.  C.      405. 
413^  2  East,  P.  C.6G4. 
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Ejceh.  of  Pltast 
1841. 

CowPER  and  Others  v.  Green  (a). 

Assumpsit. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated^  By  the  release 
that  before  the  making  of  the  promise  and  undertaking  of  composition  * 
the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned,    and  before  the  f «ej» '*»«  credi- 

'  tor  loses  also 

making  of  the  indent  ore  of  assignment  thereinafter  also  the  right  to  re- 
mentioned^  the  defendant  had  become  and  was  indebted  to  instrument  de- 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  440/.  0*.  bd.,  and  as  a  security  hTm^by  The* 
for  the  payment  thereof  had  deposited  with  the  plaintiffs  debtor  as  a  «e- 
a  certain  indenture  of  lease^  whereby  a  certain  messuage  debt.  There, 
and  premises^  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  &c.,  was  de-  quishment^of " 
mised  to  the  defendant  for  a  certain  term  of  years  therein  fo^^he^n^Bt 
mentioned,  and  had  also  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  of  the  debtor, 
plaintiffs  certain  bills  of  exchange  (describing  them),  of  deration  for  a 
which  those  firstly  and  secondly  mentioned,  at  the  time  of  bJ7he^d°ebtor 
the  making  of  the  said  promise  thereinafter  mentioned,  ?^*?.^v*I*!,*' 
had  been  dishonoured,  and  then  remained  due  and  unpaid  beyond  the 
in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs :  and  whereas  also,  after  the  composition  re- 
defendant  had  so  become  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  as  Jhc^deed!^*' 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  making  the  promise  by  the  defen- 
dant  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  18th  day  of 
June,  1836,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  the 
defendant  of  the  first  part,  John  Bradbury  and  Augustus 
CherriU  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiffs  and  other 
the  creditors  of  the  defendant  who  should  duly  execute 
the  same  of  the  third  part,  purporting  to  be  an  assignment 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  defendant  to  the  said  J. 
Bradbury  and  A.  Cherrill  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors 
of  the  defendant,  the  defendant  assigned  to  the  said  J. 
Bradbury  and  A.  Cherrill  all  his  stock  in  trade  and  other 
personal    estate   whatsoever,    upon   trust,   among   other 
things,  to  pay  the  clear  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale 

(a)  This  case  was  decided  in  Hilary  Term  (Jan.  30),  but  was  unavoid* 
ably  deferred. 
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Exek.  of  Phot,  thereof  unto  and  amongst  all  the  creditors  of  the  defend- 
_  .  ant,  in  rateable  proportions  according  to  the  amount  of 
their  respective  debts ;  in  consideration  whereof^  the  plain- 
tiffs, parties  to  the.  said  indenture,  did  release  and  dis- 
charge the  defendant  of  and  from  his  said  debt:  and 
whereas  also,  before  the  making  of  the  promise  of  the 
defendant  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiffs  had 
duly  executed  the  said  indenture  of  assignment,  as  par- 
ties thereto  of  the  third  part:  and  whereas  also,  here- 
tofore, and  before  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1836,  the  defendant  applied  to  and  requested  the 
plaintiffs  to  relinquish  and  give  up  to  Messrs.  J.  &  C.  Ling 
&  Co.,  of  &c.,  but  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the 
defendant,  all  right,  estate,  claim,  and  advantage  whatso- 
ever of  them  the  plaintiffs  in  and  to  the  said  messuage  and 
premises,  which  the  plaintiffs  then  consented  to  do  in  con- 
sideration of  the  promise  of  the  defendant  thereinafter 
mentioned :  And  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit^  on  &c.,  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  would  relinquish  and  give  up  all  the  estate  and 
interest  that  they  had  in  the  said  lease  of  the  messuage 
and  premises  aforesaid,  in  favour  of  the  said  Messrs.  J.  & 
C.  Ling,  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  defendant, 
the  defendant  undertook  and  then  promised  the  plaintiffs 
to  pay  them  any  deficiency  that  might  arise  to  them  upon 
hiS|  the  defendant's,  aforesaid  debt,  after  they  should  have 
received  the  dividend  of  his  estate  under  his  aforesaid 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  such  other 
sums  as  they  might  receive  for  the  securities  they  might 
hold. — The  declaration  then  averred,  that  the  plaintiffs, 
confiding,  &c.,  did  relinquish  and  give  up  all  the  estate 
and  interest  which  they  had  in  the  lease  in  favour  of 
Messrs.  Ling,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice ;  and  that 
under  the  assignment,  and  upon  the  securities  which  the 
plaintiffs  held,  to  wit,  the  aforesaid  bills  of  exchange,  they 
have    received    certain  sums    of   money  amaunting   to 
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279/.  12*.  4d.,  and  that  no  further  dividend  is  payahle  or  ^ch,  of  putu, 
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to  be  paid  under  the  said  assignment^  or  upon  the  afore-  ^  '  ^ 

said  securities,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  notice :  and  Cowpbr 
assigned  a  breach  in  non-payment  by  the  defendant  of  Grbbn. 
the  balance  remaining  due  upon  the  plaintiffs'  debt,  viz. 
160/.  8*.  \d, — ^There  was  also  a  count  on  an  accoimt  stated. 
The  defendant  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  and  several  other 
pleas,  of  which  the  fourth  (to  the  first  count)  was  as  fol- 
lows : — ^That  there  never  was  at  any  time  any  value  or  con- 
sideration between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  moving 
in  that  behalf,  nor  did  the  plaintiffs  ever  give,  or  the 
defendant  ever  receive,  any  value  or  consideration  for 
the  making  by  the  defendant  of  the  said  supposed  promise 
in  the  first  count  mentioned,  except  the  supposed  consi- 
deration in  the  said  first  count  mentioned.  And  the  de* 
fendant  further  says,  that  after  the  depositing  by  the 
defendant  with  the  plaintiffs  of  the  said  indenture  of  lease 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  as  a  security  for  the  repay- 
ment by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  said  debt  of 
440/.  0*.  5£f.,  and  whilst  the  same  was  then  due  and  pay- 
able to  the  plaintiffs,  and  before  the  supposed  consider- 
ation for  the  making  of  the  defendants  promise  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  and  whilst  the  said  indenture  of  lease 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  said  18th 
day  of  June,  1 836,  the  plaintiffs,  by  a  certain  indenture 
sealed  with  their  respective  seals,  and  now  shewn  to  the 
Court  here,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  did 
thereby  acquit,  release,  and  for  ever  discharge  the  defendant 
of  and  from  all  manner  of  debt  and  debts,  sum  and  sums  of 
money,  bills,  bonds,  notes,  accounts,  reckonings,  judgments, 
executions,  action  and  actions,  suit  and  suits,  claims,  de- 
mands, costs,  charges,  damages,  and  expenses  whatsoever, 
which  they  the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  their  or  either 
of  their  partner  or  partners,  then  had  or  ever  had,  or 
could,  should,  or  might  at  any  time  hereafter  have,  daim, 
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EjTch.  of  PUat,  challenge,  or  demand  of,  from,  or  against  the  defendant, 

his  executors  or  administrators,  or  his,  their,  or  either  of 
their  lands  or  tenements,  goods  or  chattels,  from  the 
beginning  of  this  world  to  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  last- 
mentioned  indenture ;  as  by  the  said  last-menti0iied  in- 
denture, reference  being  thereunto  had,  will  more  friUy 
appear.  And  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  said 
debt  of  440/.  Of.  5d.,  was  (amongst  others)  then  released 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  in  manner  and  form  as 
above  mentioned. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  said  plea,  neither  denies  the  making  of  the 
promise  by  him  as  the  plaintiffs  have  in  the  first  count 
alleged,  nor  alleges  any  matter  in  confession  and  accord- 
ance thereof;  neither  does  the  defendant  allege  any  matter 
whereupon  the  plaintiffs  can  take  a  certain  and  positive 
issue :  that  the  defendant,  in  the  said  plea,  attempts  argu- 
mentatirely  to  put  in  issue  the  legality  and  sufiiciency  of 
the  consideration  upon  which  the  defendant  made  the  pro- 
mise in  the  first  count  alleged :  that  although  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  said  plea,  hath  aUeged  that  the  plaintiffs,  in 
and  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  18th  of  June,  1836, 
released  the  defendant  of  and  from  all  and  all  manner  of 
debts  and  demands  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain-- 
tiffs,  and  that  the  debt  so  due  as  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned was  thereby  released,  yet  the  defendant  hath  not 
alleged  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  the  said  indenture,  released 
the  interest  which  they  had  acquired  in  the  said  indenture 
of  lease,  by  the  same  having  been  deposited  with  them  by 
the  defendant  as  in  the  first  count  alleged;  and  that  the 
defendant,  in  the  said  plea,  attempts  to  shew  argumenta- 
tively  that  the  said  indenture  of  the  18th  of  June,  1836, 
operated  as  a  release  of  the  interest  that  the  plaintifiiB  had 
acquired  by  the  deposit  of  the  said  indenture  of  lease  with 
them  hy  the  defendant,  as  in  the  first  count  allied. — 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 
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The  following  points  were  marked  for  argument  on  Bxek.  of  pittu^ 


the  part  of  the  defendant : — 1.  That  the  declaration  is  bad 
as  disclosing  a  fraudulent  transaction^  by  which  the  plain- 
tiffs^ after  receiving  the  full  dividend  on  their  debt  by 
virtue  of  the  composition  deed^  were  to  secure  a  further 
advantage  to  themselves^  by  being  paid  in  full,  to  the 
prqudice  of  the  general  body  of  the  defendant's  creditors. 
2.  That  the  declaration  discloses  no  consideration  for  the 
defendant's  promise,  inasmuch  as  it  is  stated  in  the  de- 
claration that  the  plaintiffs  released  the  debt  for  which 
they  held  the  lease,  and  then  all  right  of  holding  it  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs  was  gone.  8.  That  there  also  is  no 
consideration  for  the  said  promise,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  paid  in  full,  in  contemplation  of  law,  by 
receiving  the  said  dividend,  all  claim  which  they  had  on 
the  said  lease. 

The  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  (Jan.  25)  by 

Humjrey  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — First,  the  declar- 
ation is  good.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  agreement 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  was  in  fraud  of 
the  other  creditors.  If  the  creditors  were  made  aware  of 
it,  it  was  good  in  law.  There  might  be  a  good  considera- 
tion for  the  creditors  permitting  another  to  receive  more 
in  proportion  than  they. 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  bad.  No  issue  can  be  taken  upon 
it.  What  could  the  plaintiff  reply  to  it  ?  The  deed  stated 
in  the  plea  is  the  very  deed  set  out  in  the  declaration. 
The  plaintiff  could  not  say  there  is  no  such  deed,  for  he  has 
averred  it  in  his  declaration,  as  part  of  the  consideration 
in  respect  of  which  he  sues.  Suppose  he  took  issue  on  the 
averment  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  defend- 
ant's promise  e^cep/ the  supposed  consideration  mentioned 
in  the  declaration;  that  would  be  a  wholly  immaterial 
issue.     IParke,  B. — The  question  arises  upon  the  declara-' 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  tion ;  the  plea  does  no  more  than  repeat  at  greater  length 
_^^'  ^     the  allegation  of  a  release  in  the  declaration.] 

Erie,  contra. — The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  a 
debtor  having  deposited  with  a  creditor  a  deed  as  a  security 
for  his  debt,  and  having  afterwards  compounded  with  that 
imd  other  creditors,  the  payment  of  such  composition  is 
not  a  consideration  for  the  giving  up  of  the  deed  by  the 
creditor.  The  promise  alleged  in  the  declaration  is,  that 
the  defendant  will  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  remainder  of  their 
debt,  beyond  what  they  have  received  under  the  compo- 
sition deed.  Where  is  the  consideration  for  that  promise? 
What  right  had  the  plaintiffs  to  retain  these  securities  for 
their  debt,  after  an  absolute  release  by  them  of  the  debt 
itself?  The  debt  is  released  in  toto,  for  good  consideratioD, 
viz.  the  payment  of  the  composition  stipulated  for  in  th^ 
deed.  \_Parke,  B. — ^No  doubt,  if  there  has  been  actual 
satisfaction,  the  plaintiffs^  claim  is  altogether  at  an  end : 
the  question  is,  whether  a  release  has  the  same  effect.]  A 
release  is  just  as  operative  to  destroy  the  debt  as  satisfac- 
tion. [Parke,  B. — To  make  the  declaration  bad,  you  must 
say  that  all  right  and  title  to  the  possession  of  the  securities 
is  gone  by  the  composition;  and  that  the  debtor  could 
have  recovered  them  in  trover.]  It  is  submitted  that  he 
could.  If  the  debt  had  been  paid,  it  must  be  conceded 
that  he  could ;  and  if  it  be  released  for  value  received  from 
a  third  party,  is  it  not  the  same  ?  The  debt  is  released 
and  gone,  therefore  the  creditor's  qualified  right  to  hold 
^he  deed  as  a  security  for  it,  is  gone  also.  Is  it  less  so, 
because  the  consideration  is  a  composition,  which  is  not  a 
satisfaction  to  the  full  amount  ?  The  legal  effect  of  the 
release  cannot  depend  on  the  amount  of  the  consideration. 
It  was  possible  that  under  the  deed  of  composition  the 
whole  debt  might  have  been  paid;  how  then  could  the 
effect  of  the  absolute  release  contained  in  the  deed  depend 
on  the  amount  which  is  ultimately  realised  afterwards? 


HILARY   VACATfON^  4  VICT.  689 

Suppose  a  third  party  had  given  security  for  the  debt ;  if  Etch,  of  puob^ 
the  creditor  released  to  the  principal  debtor,  and  did  not  ^^f^^l 
obtain  his  full  debt,  could  he  still  hold  the  surety  liable  ? 
There  are  indeed  cases,  running  near  the  present,  where  a 
creditor  has  been  allowed  to  resort  to  securities  remain- 
ing in  his  hands,  notwithstanding  a  release  in  a  composi- 
tion  deed;  but  that  is  where  he  has  specially  reserved 
the  right  to  do  so  :  as  in  Duffy  v.  Orr  (a),  where  the  cre- 
ditor added  to  his  signature  to  the  composition  deed  the 
words — ''without  prejudice  to  any  securities  whatever  that 
I  hold/^  and  the  other  creditors  signed  it  afterwards. 
But  the  effect  of  a  legal  instrument  cannot  be  altered  by 
the  mere  understanding  of  the  parties. 

But  further,  the  agreement  for  full  payment  of  the 
plaintiffs'  debt  was  a  fraud  on  the  other  creditors  parties 
to  the  composition  deed,  and  therefore  could  not  form  any 
consideration :  Letvis  v.  Jones  (6).  There  are  cases  whens 
a  subsequent  promise  or  security  has  been  sued  on,  but 
that  is  where  it  has  been  under  seal  j  a  subsequent  pro- 
mise, not  under  seal,  to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  debt,  is 
nudum  pactum :  Ex  parte  Hall  [c). 

Humfrey,  in  reply.  —  The  question  is,  whether  the 
agreement  contained  in  the  composition  deed  is  such  as 
bound  the  plaintiffs  to  give  up  the  securities  they  at  that 
time  held  for  their  debt.  The  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  re- 
tain them  in  order  to  reduce  their  debt.  If  they  could, 
by  selling  the  lease,  reduce  the  amount  of  their  debt,  they 
had  a  right  to  do  so.  Thomas  v.  Courinay  {d)  is  an  autho- 
rity for  the  plaintiffs.  There  the  creditors  of  an  insolvent 
agreed,  by  an  instrument  not  under  seal,  to  accept  in  full 
satisfaction  of  their  debts  lis,  in  the  pound  payable  by  in- 
stalments, and  to  release  him  from  all  demands.    One  of 

(a)  5  Bligh,  N.  S.  620;  1  Clark  (c)  1  Deac.  B.  C.  171. 

&  Fin.  253.  ((/)  1  B.  &  Aid.  1. 

.    (6)  4  a  &  €r.  506.    - 
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£jteh,  of  PUoi,  tlie  creditors  who  signed  for  the  whole  amount  of  his  debt, 

held  at  the  time^  as  a  security  for  part,  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  the  debtor  and  accepted  by  a  third  person ;  and 
the  money  due  thereon  was  afterwards  paid  by  the  ac- 
ceptor. It  was  held  that  the  creditor  might  retain  the 
bill,  the  agreement  for  composition  not  containing  any 
stipulation  for  giving  up  securities,  and  the  effect  of  it  not 
being  to  extinguish  the  original  debt.  It  must  be  con- 
tended on  the  other  side,  that  the  instant  the  composition 
deed  was  signed,  every  security  held  by  the  plaintiffs 
could  have  been  recovered  by  the  defendant  in  an  action 
of  trover.  It  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  gene- 
rally, that  the  plaintiffs  should  reduce  their  debt  by  means 
of  this  security,  which  was  not  intended  to  be  given  up, 
and  therefore  they  have  a  right  to  retain  it.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — In  Thomas  v.  Courinay,  the  Court  thought 
there  was  no  release  of  the  debt  itself.] 

Cur.  ad.  yulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  the  30th 
of  January  by 

Parke,  B. — The  declaration  in  this  case  states,  that  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiffs  would  deliver  up  a  lease 
held  by  them  as  a  security  for  a  debt  due  to  them  by  the 
defendant,  and  from  which  it  is  contended  the  defendant 
had  previously  been  released  by  force  of  a  composition 
deed  executed  by  the  plaintiffs,  he  promised  to  pay  them 
the  balance  of  their  debt,  which  should  remain  due  after 
the  stipulated  dividend  had  been  paid,  and  should  not 
have  been  previously  realised  by  other  securities.  To  this 
the  defendant  pleaded  a  plea  setting  out  the  composition 
deed,  and  describing  it  as  a  general  release  of  all  debts 
whatever  due  from  him  to  the  plaintiffs  from  the  begin- 
ning of  the  world  to  the  date  of  the  instrument ;  and  the 
objection  made  in  the  case  arises  on  the  declaration, 
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namely,  that  by  force  of  that  deed  the  plaintiffs'  debt  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
having  been  previously  released,  they  were  no  longer  enti-  ^  _^" 
tied  to  hold  the  indenture  of  lease  as  a  deposit  to  secure 
repayment,  and  consequently  that  their  giving  up  the 
latter  could  form  no  consideration  for  a  promise  by  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  the  balance  due  on  that  debt.  On  looking 
into  the  authorities,  we  find  that  the  law  is  so.  In  Sheph. 
Touchst.  p.  342,  it  is  thus  laid  down : — "  By  a  release  of 
all  debts,  are  discharged  and  released  all  debts  then  owing 
from  the  releasee  to  the  releasor  upon  especialties  or  other- 
wise, all  debts  also  due  upon  statutes.  And  therefore  if 
the  conusor  himself,  or  his  land,  be  in  execution  for  the 
debt,  and  he  hath  such  a  release,  he  must  be  discharged.'^ 
And  Mr.  Preston  adds — "  For,  by  releasing  the  debt,  the 
security  for  the  debt  is  released/'  That  authority  is  pre- 
cisely in  point.  Here  is  a  release  of  the  debt,  the  con- 
sequence of  which  is,  that  the  party  releasing  has  no 
right  to  hold  the  coUateral  security  which  was  deposited 
with  him ;  for,  looking  at  the  form  of  the  release,  it  must 
not  be  understood  simply  to  release  the  riffht  of  action  on 
the  debt,  but  the  security  also.  The  debt  is  released, 
and  consequently  as  much  gone  in  point  of  law  as  if  it  had 
been  satisfied ;  and  as  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  hold 
the  security  for  it  afterwards,  so  they  had  no  right  to  make 
the  giving  up  of  that  security  the  consideration  of  a  promise 
by  the  defendant,  and  consequently  the  present  action 
cannot  be  maintained.  The  judgment  must  therefore  be 
for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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MEMORANDA. 

In  this  Vacation,  Mr.  Justice  LUtledale  resigned  his 
seat  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  he  had  occu- 
pied since  Easter  Term,  1824.     He  was  succeeded  by 

William  Wightman,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  who  was  first 
called  to  the  degree  of  Serjeant  at  Law,  and  gave  rings 
with  the  motto  JEquam  servare  meniem :  and  shortly  after- 
wards received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 

Sir  Joseph  LUtledale  was,  a  few  days  after  his  resigna- 
tion, sworn  of  her  Majesty's  Privy  Council. 
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ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION  i 

With  one  of  several  Plaintiffs. 

To  an  action  by  three  plaintiffs  for  a 
joint  demand,  the  defendant  pleaded  an 
accord  and  satisfaction  with  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  by  a  part  payment  in  cash 
and  a  set-off  of  a  debt  due  from  that  one 
to  the  defendant: — Held,  that  the  plea 
was  good,  without  alleging  any  authority 
from  the  other  two  plaintiffs  to  make  the 
settlement.      Wallace  v.  Kelsall,    264 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE 

For  continuing  Nuisance. 

Action  on  the  case  for  continuing  a 
nuisance  to  the  plaintiff's  murket,  by  a 
building  which  excluded  the  public  from 
a  part  of  the  space  on  which  the  market 
was  lawfully  held.  It  appeared  that 
the  building  was  erected  in  October 
1838,  under  the  superintendence  and 
direction  of  the  defendants,  not  on  their 
own  land,  but  on  that  of  the  corporation 
of  K.  (of  which  corporation  they  were 
members).  The  Earl  of  L.  was  the 
owner  of  the  market  in  October  1838, 
and,  in  February  1839,  he  demised  it 
to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  market  being 
afterwards  obstructed  by  the  building, 
this  action  was  brought : — Held^  that 
the  defendants  were  liable  for  continu- 
ing the  nuisance,  although  they  had  no 

VOL.  VII. 


right  to  enter  upon  the  land  to  remove 
it,  and  that  the  action  was  therefore 
maintainable.  Thompsonv.  Gibson^  456 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Arrest,  (2). 
Jury. 

(1).  Jurat. 

A  rule  obtained  on  an  affidavit  the 
jurat  of  which  is  without  date,  will  here- 
after be  discharged  with  costs.  Black- 
well  V.  j^llen,  146 

(2.)   Under  1  &  2  Vict.  e.  110,  *.  3. 

Where  an  order  is  obtained  for  a 
capias  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110, 
s.  3,  before  the  suing  out  of  the  writ  of 
summons,  the  affidavit  on  which  it  is 
applied  for  need  not  be  entitled  in  the 
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cause.     Schlelter  v.  Cohen^ 

AMENDMENT. 

Under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  *.  23. 

Declaration  on  a  promissory  note  for 

I  £250,   made  by  the  defendant,  dated 

I  the  9th  of  November  1838,  payable  to 

j  the  plaintiffs  or  their  order  on  demand. 

Plea,  that  the  defendant  did  not  make 

the  note.     The  proof  at  the  trial  was  of 

a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  for 

£250,  made  by  the  defendant  and  his 

wife,  dated  the  6th  of  November  1837f 

payable  twelve  months  after  date.  There 
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was  no  proof  of  any  other  note  between 
the  parties : — Held^  that  this  was  a  vari- 
ance properly  amended  at  Nisi  Prius, 
nnder  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23. 
Beckett  V.  Button,  157 

ARBITRATION. 

(1).  Arbitrator's  Authority. 

A  cause  was  referred  at  Nisi  Prius, 
and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
by  consent,  for  the  damages  in  the  de- 
claration, which  exceeded  the  amount 
claimed  in  the  particulars  of  demand. 
The  arbitrator  awarded  that  the  verdict 
should  stand  at  the  amount  for  which 
it  was  entered: — Semble,  that  the  par- 
ticulars of  demand  were  not  necessarily 
before  the  arbitrator,  and  that  if  the 
defendant  intended  to  limit  the  plaintiff*s 
demand  to  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
particulars,  he  ought  to  have  brought 
the  particulars  before  the  arbitrator. 
Kenrick  v.  PhiUipSf  415 

(2).  Enlargement  of  Time  for  Award. 

The  Court  has  power,  under  the 
Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  39,  to  en- 
large the  time  for  an  arbitrator  to  make 
his  award,  where  the  arbitrator,  having 
power  to  do  so,  has  allowed  the  time 
limited  by  the  submission  for  making 
the  award  to  elapse  without  doing  so. 
Parberij  v.  Newnham,  378 

(3).  Award. 

Inconsistency. 

In  debt  for  use  and  occnpation,  goods 
sold,  &c.  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
nunquam  indebitatus  and  a  set-off,  the 
verdict  was  entered  at  Nisi  Prius  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  reference  of  the 
cause  to  an  arbitrator,  who  was  to  cer- 
tify whether  the  verdict  should  stand, 
and  for  what  amount,  or  whether  it 
should  be  vacated,  and  a  verdict  entered 
for  the  defendant.  The  arbitrator  cer- 
tified that  the  verdict  should  be  vacated, 
and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant 
on  both  issues : — Held,  that  he  had  a 
right  to  do  so,  and  that  the  certificate 


was   not    inconsistent.       WiUiams  v. 
Moulsdale,  134 

(4).  Attachment  for  Non-Payment  of 
Money  awarded. 

Demands,  when  sufficient. 

Where  an  arbitrator,  to  whom  a  cause 
was  referred,  awarded  that  the  action 
should  cease,  and  that  a  sum  of  money 
should  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant;  and  the  defendant's  costs 
having  been  taxed,  both  sums  were  de- 
manded of  the  plaintiff: — Held,  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  arbitrator  had  exceeded 
his  authority  in  directing  payment  of 
the  sum  of  money  to  the  defendant,  an 
affidavit  which  stated  that  the  defend- 
ant demanded  of  the  plaintiff  the  said 
sum  of  money,  and  also  the  amount  of 
the  costs,  but  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
pay  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  was 
not  sufficient  to  ground  an  attachment. 
Poyner  v.  Hatton,  211 

ARREST. 

(1).  Order  under  1  &  2  Vict.  e.  1 10, 
by  whom  to  he  made* 

An  application  for  an  order  under 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3,  for  a  capias  to 
issue  against  a  defendant,  cannot  be 
made  to  the  Court  at  Westminster,  but 
it  may  be  made  to  a  single  Judge  sitting 
there.     Bentley  v.  Berrey,  146 

(2).  Capiasunder  1  &  2  Fict.  c.  1 10,*. 3. 

Into  County  Palatine. 

A  capias  may  be  issued  under  tbe 
Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3,  into  a 
county  palatine,  to  be  executed  in  that 
county,  although  it  be  indorsed  for  a 
less  snm  than  £50.  Brown  v.  APMil* 
Ian,  196 

ATTORNEY. 

(1).  Delivery  of  BiU. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  an  attorney 
plaintiff  should  deliver  a  signed  bill  of 
costs  a  month  before  action  brought, 
where  the  defendant  has  been  admitted 
an  attorney  after  the  bill  became  due, 
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but  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action.     Windsor  v.  Herbert ,        875 

(2).  Costs  of  Taxation  of  Bill. 

After  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action,  his  executrix  obtained  an  order 
for  referring  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  to  taxation.  Less  than  a 
sixth  having  been  taxed  off: — Held, 
that  the  executrix  was  liable  to  the 
costs  of  the  taxation.  Jefferson  v. 
Warrington,  137 

BANKRUPTCY. 

(1).  Operation  o/2  &  3  rict.  c.  29. 

1.  Where  a  trader  commits  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  procuring  his  goods  to 
be  taken  into  execution  with  intent  to 
defeat  or  delay  creditors,  the  execution, 
although  levied  bona  fide  by  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  is  not  protected  by  the 
Stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  Hall  v.  Wal- 
lace, 353 

2.  The  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29, 
s.  2,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where 
the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  were  ap- 
pointed before  its  passing.  Moore  v. 
Phillipps,  536 

(2).  Order  and  Disposition. 

Assignees  of  a  bankrupt  cannot  reco- 
ver in  trover  a  policy  of  insurance  on 
life,  effected  by  the  bankrupt,  and  de- 
posited by  him,  before  his  bankruptcy, 
with  the  defendants,  as  a  security  for 
money  then  and  previously  advanced 
by  them  to  him. 

An  instrument  so  deposited  is  not 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of  the  true 
owner,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat. 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  72.  Gibson  v. 
Overbury,  555 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

See  Pleading,  II.    (3);    III.   (1), 

(2),  (4). 

(1).  Promissory  Note,  what  is. 
An  instrument  was  in  the  following 
terms — "  I  undertake  to  pay  to  R.  I. 


the  sum  of  6^.  4s.  for  a  suit  of,  ordered 
by  D.  P.  :'* — Held,  that  it  was  not  a 
promissory  note;  but  good  as  a  gua^* 
rantee,  as  the  consideration  could  be 
collected  by  necessary  inference  from 
the  instrument  itself.  Jarvis  v.  Wil^ 
kins,  410 

(2).  Indorsement '  by  Acceptor  after 
Satisfaction  of  Bill,  Effect  of. 

The  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
before  it  became  due,  agreed  with  the 
acceptor,  that  on  his  giving  a  certain 
mortgage  security  for  the  amount,  he, 
the  drawer,  should  deliver  up  to  him 
the  bill  of  exchange  as  discharged  and 
fully  satisfied.  The  acceptor  accord- 
ingly executed  the  mortgage,  and  re- 
ceived back  the  bill,  uncancelled:— 
Held,  that  the  drawer  was  liable  ou 
the  bill  to  a  party  to  whom  the  accep- 
tor afterwards  indorsed  it  for  value, 
before  it  became  due. 

A  plea,  in  such  action,  that  the  bill 
was  paid  by  the  acceptor  before  it  be- 
came due,  and  afterwards  re-issued  by 
him  without  any  new  stamp,  can  be 
supported  only  by  proof  of  actual  pay- 
ment in  cash,  and  not  by  evidence  of 
any  arrangement  between  the  drawer 
and  acceptor,  whereby  the  bill  was 
treated  as  being  satisfied.  Morley  v. 
Culverwell,  174 

(3).  Notice  of  Dishonour. 

1.  A  bill  of  exchange  having  been 
drawn  upon  A.  B.,  was  accepted  by 
him,  and  was  afterwards  indorsed  by  the 
drawer  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  indorsed 
it  to  the  Birmingham  and  Midland 
Counties'  Bank,  who  indorsed  it  to 
one  W.  The  bill  having  been  dis- 
honoured when  due,  W.  gave  notice 
of  it  to  the  bank,  who  gave  notice 
to  the  plaintiffs,  one  of  whom  wrote 
the  following  letter  to  the  drawer: — 
"  Dear  Sir, — To  my  surprise,  I  have 
received  an  intimation  from  the  Bir- 
mingham and  Midland  Counties*  Bank, 
that  your  draft  on  A.  B.  is  dishonour- 
XX  2 
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ed,  and  I  have  requested  them  to  pro- 
ceed on  the  same:" — Held,  that  if 
there  was  more  than  one  hill  to  which 
the  letter  could  apply,  it  lay  upon  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  fact,  in  order 
to  shew  its  uncertainty. 

Held,  also,  that  the  letter  was  a 
good  notice  of  dishonour.  Shelton  v. 
Braithtoaite,  436 

2.  In  an  action  by  the  indorsee 
against  the  drawer  of  a  hill  of  exchange, 
it  is  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  that  the 
letter  containing  the  notice  of  disho- 
nour was  posted  in  such  time  as  thai 
by  the  due  and  usual  course  of  the  post,  it 
would  be  delivered  upon  the  proper  day. 

The  post-office  mark  is  not  conclu- 
sive of  the  time  when  the  letter  was 
posted*     Slocken  y.  Collier f  515 

(4).  Actions  on. 

1.  Pleadings. 

In  assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the 
declaration,  after  stating  that  the  bill 
was  not  paid,  although  duly  presented 
on  the  day  when  it  became  due,  alleged 
that  the  defendant  afteruards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the 
said  bill  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  of  his  said  acceptance : — Held, 
sufficient  on  special  demurrer,  as 
amounting,  after  the  bill  became  due, 
to  a  promise  to  pay  on  request.  Chris- 
tie V.  Peart,  491 

2.  Debt,  when  maintainable. 

Debt  is  maintainable  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change by  indorsee  against  his  imme- 
diate indorser.   Watkins  v.  Wake,  488 

BOND. 

See  GUARAMTKE. 

Stamp. 

BREACH     OF     PROMISE     OF 
MARRIAGE. 

See  Pleading,  II.  (6). 


CANAL  ACT. 

Where  a  canal  act  enacted,  in  one 
clause,  that  after  any  land  should  have 
been  set  out  and  ascertained  for  mak- 
ing the  canal,  &c.,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  all  persons  seised  or  possessed  of 
or  interested  in  such  lands,  to  contract 
for,  sell,  and  convey  them  to  the  caoal 
company,  and  that  all  such  contracts, 
sales,  and  assurances  should  be  valid 
and  effectual  in  law,  and  all  such  con- 
tracts, &c.  should  be  made  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  company,  and  enrolled 
with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  copies 
thereof,  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  should  be  evidence :  and  a  sub- 
sequent clause  enacted,  that  upon  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
as  should  be  contracted  or  agreed  for 
between  the  parties,  or  determined  and 
adjusted  by  the  commissioners,  or  as- 
sessed by  a  jury  in  manner  therein* 
before  mentioned,  the  lands  should  be 
vested  in  the  company: — Held,  that, 
by  reference  to  the  former  clause,  the 
contract,  in  order  to  vest  the  lands  in 
the  company,  must  be  in  writing ;  and 
that,  therefore,  proof  of  payment  by 
the  company,  for  particular  lands  iden- 
tified in  evidence,  was  not  sufficient 
proof  of  title  in  the  company.  The 
Earl  of  Harborough  v.  Shardlow,    87 

CHARTERPARTY, 
See  SuiP. 

CLUB. 

See  Principal  and  Agent. 

COMPOSITION  DEED. 

Effect  of  Release  in. 

By  the  release  of  a  debt  by  a  com- 
position deed,  the  creditor  loses  also 
the  right  to  retain  a  written  instrument 
deposited  with  him  by  the  debtor  as  a 
security  for  the  debt.  Therefore,  the 
relinquishment  of  such  security,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  forms  no  con- 
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sideration  for  a  parol  promise  by  the  discontinued : — Held^  that  the  defend- 

debtor  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  debt,  ant  was  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 

beyond  the  amount  of  the  composition  trial.      The  Earl  of  Macclesfield  v. 

received  under  the  deed.     Cowper  v.  Bradley,                                         570 
Green,                                            633 

CONSTABLE  ^^^*  Double  Costs  to  Constable. 

See  Costs    (3)  Where  a  constable,  appointed  under 

*  ^  ''*  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  5  &  6 

COSTS.  Wi^^'  ^»  c-  76,  s.  76,  is  sued  for  an 

See  Pauper  *^'  ^°°®  ^°  ^^®  exercise  of  his  general 

/-N    ^          .       ^«  o.  ^*r-.  .       «^  ^"^y  *s  a  constable,  and  the  plaintiff 

(1).  Operation  o/  3  &  4  ;  tjt.  c.  24,  discontinues,  the  defendant  is  enfitled  to 

'•  double  costs  under  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  12, 

1.  An  action  on  the  case  for  the  in-  s.  5,  and  not  merely  to  costs  as  be- 
fringement  of  a  patent,  is  within  the  tween  attorney  and  client,  und»r  the 
operation  of  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  2 ;  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  1 33.  Maherly 
and  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  v.  Titterton,  540 
the  Stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83,  s.  3,  the 

plaintiff,  recovering  only  nominal  da-  (4).  When  taxable  on  reduced  Scale. 

mages,  cannot  have  his  full  costs,  or  M^here  a  plaintiff  claims  more  than 

treble  costs,  without  a  certificate  under  £20,  but  obtains  a  verdict  for  a  sum 

the  former  act.  under  £20,  by  reason  of  a  tender  of 

And  the  Court  held,  that,  after  the  the  remainder  of  the  amount  claimed 

taxation,  the  Judge  had  no  power  to  before  action  brought,  his  costs  must 

grant  such  certificate.  Gillett  v.  Green,  be  taxed  on  the  reduced  scale  applica- 

347  ble  to  the  recovery  of  a  sum  under 

2.  On  the  27th  of  June,  1840,  a  £20.  Dixon  v.  Walker,  214 
plaintiff  in  trespass  obtained  a  verdict 

with  U.  damages,  leave  being  reserved  COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER, 

to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  (PRE-AUDIENCE  IN), 

nonsuit.     The  Judge,  on  being  applied  The  Attorney-General,  in  theQueen's 

to  certify  under  43  Ehz.  c.  6,  «•  2,  to  business,  has  pre-audience  in  the  Court 

deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  declined  ^^  Exchequer  over  the  Postman  and 

doing  so  until  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  Tubman.     /?e^na  v.  The  Bishop  of 

should  have  been  disposed  of.    On  the  rj^etcr                                             188 

3rd  of  July  following,  the  statute  3  &  4  ' 

Vict.  c.  24,  came  into  operation.     No  COVENANT. 

motion  for  a  nonsuit  having  been  made,  ^^^  ^       .^  ^     Underlessee,  Liability 

the  Judge,  on  the  9th  of  November,  on 

granted  the   certificate: — Held,    that  *    1       j           •  '         t>     /»         u 

the  certificate  was  nuUand  void.  Mor-  ^  ^-  ^5"      Tt^'lff /*"   ." 

aan  v.  Thorne,                               400  25th  of  March,  1823,  for  sixteen  years 

wanting  ten  days,  and  B.  covenanted 

(2).  On  Discontinuance  afternew  Trial  with  A.  to  keep  the   premises  in  re- 

granted.  paj|.^  and  to  paint  once  in  every  five 

Where  the  defendant  had  a  verdict  years  of  the  term,  and  to   leave  the 

on  one  of  two  issues  in  a  cause,  and  the  premises  in  repair.  B.  underleased  the 

plaintiff  on  the  other  issue,  and  the  de-  premises  to  C,  from  the  24th  of  June, 

fendant  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  1834,  for  four  years  and  three  quarters 

on  the  latter  issue,  on  the  ground  of  wanting  eleven  days,  and  C.  covenanted 

misdirection,  whereupon   the  plaintiff  with  B.  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair 
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(the  covenant  so  far  being  in  the  same 
terms  as  in  the  original  lease),  and  to 
paint  once  during  the  term,  and  to 
leave  the  premises  in  repair.  A.  sued 
B.  for  breaches  of  this  covenant,  and 
B.  let  judgment  go  by  default,  and 
upon  the  writ  of  inquiry  the  damages 
were  assessed  at  64/.  10«.,  being  the 
amount  of  dilapidations  proved  by  a 
surveyor,  whose  estimate  had  been  laid 
before  B.  previous  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  B.  afterwards 
sued  C.  for  the  amount  of  the  dilapida- 
tions, and  the  costs  of  the  actiou 
brought  against  him.  The  jury  found 
the  amount  of  the  dilapidations  to  be 
572.  lOs.: — Heldf  that  B.  was  not  enti- 
tled to  recover  also  the  amount  of  the 
costs  in  the  former  action.  Penley  v. 
Watts,  601 

DAMAGES. 

See  Pleading,  I.  (1). 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

DEBT. 
See  Bills  and  Notes,  (4),  2. 

DEVISE. 

(1).  Description  of  Lands  devised. 

A  testator  by  his  will  devised  as 
follows: — "  Whereas  it  appears  to  me, 
that  one  part  of  my  said  freehold  lands, 
viz.  those  lands  which  I  hold  in  the 
parishes  of  W.,  B.,  and  M.,  were  held 
for  a  considerable  period  of  time  by  ray 
father's  ancestors  in  the  male  line, 
bearing  the  name  and  arms  of  D.,  as 
hereditary  proprietors  of  the  same,  I 
therefore  consider  it  just  and  equitable 
that  those  lands  should  continue  to 
be  held,  if  possible,  by  persons  of  the 
same  name  and  family.  I  therefore 
give,  bequeath,  and  devise,  the  free- 
hold lands  which  I  hold  in  the  three 
parishes  aforesaid,  to"  &c.  The  pro- 
perty which  the  testator  possessed  in 
the  parish  of  M.  was  freehold,  but  that 
in  the  parishes  of  W.  and  B.  was  all 


leasehold,  which  he  had  derived  from 
his  father's  ancestors  in  the  male  line: 
— Held,  that  the  leasehold  lands  in 
the  parishes  of  W.  and  B.  were  suffi- 
ciently ascertained  by  the  will,  and 
therefore,  though  incorrectly  described 
as  "  freehold,"  passed  under  the  devise. 
Doe  d.  Dunning  v.  Cranstoun,  1 

(2).  For  Life,  or  in  Fee. 

A  testator,  after  directing  that  all 
his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  should 
be  paid  by  his  executors  thereinafter 
named,  devised  to  A.  a  particular  farm, 
without  words  of  limitation,  and  other 
farms  to  B.,  C,  and  D.,  respectively, 
in  the  same  terms ;  and  appointed  A. 
and  B.  joint  executors  and  residuary 
legatees  of  his  will: — Held,  that  A. 
took  a  life  estate  only  in  the  farm  de- 
vised to  her.  Doe  d.  Roberts  v.  Roberts, 

382 

(3).  Estate  Tail. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  as 
follows: — **I  give  my  house,  gardens, 
&c.,  at  6.,  to  Mrs.  S.  S.,  and  her 
heirs,  if  she  has  any  child;  if  not, 
then,  after  the  decease  of  herself  and 
her  husband,  Mr.  R.  S.,  I  give  it  to 
F.  M.  and  her  heirs."  S.  S.  had  a 
child,  who  was  living  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  but  who  died  four  days  after  the 
date  of  it,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testa- 
tor:— Held,  that  S.  S.  took  an  estate 
tail ;  and  that  upon  her  death  without 
heirs  of  her  body,the  property  passed  to 
F.  M.      Doe  d.  Jearrad  v.  Bannister, 

292 

(4).  Several  Inheritances. 

A  testator  devised  his  real  estates  at 
B.,  after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  to  J. 
B.,  **  but  at  his  death  the  whole  to  be 
for  J.  B.'s  wife  and  children,  and 
which  children,  at  (he  death  of  their 
mother,  should  inherit  the  same  jointly 
during  their  lives;  and  if  the  said 
children  should  die  before  they  arrived 
at  the  age  of  tweuty-one,  the  testator 
willed  that  the  estates  should  go  to 


DISTRESS. 

H,  S.,  Koi  to  ibe  nae  and  benefit  at  him 
anil  big  children."  J.  B.  ind  bis  irife 
had  five  children,  one  of  nhom  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  snotber 
died  after  bia  death  under  twenty-one, 
and  a  tbiid  attained  twenty-one  and 
died  unmarried  and  intestate.  The  two 
surviving  children  after  tbe  deatb  of 
the  tealator'i  niJow,  and  of  their  pa- 
lentB,  executed  a  disposition  under  the 
S&  4  Will.  4,  C.74,  for  barring  all 
remainders  in  the  estates  at  B. : — Held, 
that  these  two  childten  took  an  estate 
in  fee-simple,  as  tenants  in  common,  in 
the  estates  in  question.  Spiyv.Brom- 
jitld,  54S 

(5).  Power  of  Sale  to  Eaetcators. 

A  testator  devised  among  his  child- 
ren (naming  them),  one  half  of  his  pro- 
pert;  at  bis  decease,  whether  in  houses, 
lands,  or  other  effects,  to  be  equally 
divided  among  them  and  their  heira, 
according  to  the  judgment  of  bis  exe- 
cutors, whom  he  empowered  to  sell  or 
dispose  of  the  whale  or  any  part,  ac- 
cording to  their  opinion,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  bis  children,  as  they  severally 
arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-five,  and 
not  before,  unless  his  executors  ahoulil 
think  it  prudent  to  divide  it  before. 
The  testator  then  gave  tbe  remaining 
half  of  bis  property  to  his  wife  for  her 
life,  and  to  leave  it  at  her  deatb  by 
her  will  among  his  children;  bat  if  she 
made  no  will,  then  to  be  equally  di- 
vided among  his  children  and  their 
heirs  : — Held,  that  the  power  of  aale 
given  to  the  executors  extended  only 
to  the  moiety  first  devised  among  the 
children  and  theii  betrs.  Bragg  v. 
Bytand,  59 

DISCONTINUANCE. 
See  FiHE. 

DISTRESS, 
HTiat  Goods  exempt  from. 
Brewer's  casks  sent  to   a  public- 
house  with  beer,  and  left  there  until 


tbe  beet  is  consumed,  are  liable  to  be 
distrained  for  the  rent  of  the  house. 
Joule  V,  Jaekton,  450 

EJECTMENT. 

See  Limitation  Act. 

Service  of  Deeiaratio*. 

Service  of  a  declaration  was  effected 

by  passing  the  copy  of  tbe  declaration 

and  notice  under  tbe  door  of  the  dwell* 

ing-bouse,  the  party  being  in  the  house 

at  tbe  time,  and  refusing  to  open  the 

door,  or  listen  to  tbe  explanation  given 

of  the  object  and  nature  of  the  service : 

— Held,  aufficient.      Doe  d.  Loiendee 

V.  Boe,  430 

EVIDENCE. 

SeeSHBRiwt,{3). 

Venue. 

Secondary  Evidence — Short- Aand 

Notee — Fine. 

Where  a  deed  is  in  the  hands  of  an 
attorney,  who  holds  it  not  merely  as  at- 
torney, but  as  a  security  for  money  ow- 
ing to  him  from  bis  client,  and  the  at* 
lorney,  being  called  on  a  subpcena  duces 
tecum,  refuses  to  produce  the  deed  on 
(he  ground  of  bis  own  lien,  tbe  party 
calling  for  the  production  of  tbe  deed 
is  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence 
of  its  contents. 

There  are  no  degrees  of  secondary 
evidence;  but  where  a  party  is  entitled 
to  give  aecondary  evidence  at  all,  ha 
may  give  any  species  of  secondary  evi- 
dence within  his  power. 

Where,  on  a  former  trial  of  the  title 
to  tbe  same  property,  on  an  ejectment 
by  tbe  aame  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
against  a  different  defendant,  a  deed 
was  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  and  the  limitations  in  it  were 
stated  in  Court  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel:— //eU,tbatacopy  of  the  short-hand 
notes  of  that  statement  was  not  receiv- 
able in  evidence  on  tbe  part  of  the  same 
lessors  of  tbe  plaintiff,  in  a  second 
ejectment  against  anotbtr  portyt 


G50 


EXECUTOR,  &c. 


Ouirre,  whether  Buch  evtilence  wonW 
have  been  receivaljle,  if  the  parlies  to 
the  action  had  been  the  asme? 

Where,  in  ejectment,  evidence  was 
received  in  favour  of  the  plBintiff  which 
was  iuadmissibje,  but  all  objections 
and  exceptions  were  reserved  lor  the 
opinion  of  the  Conr I  above,  by  the  con- 
tent of  both  parties: — Hfld,  that  (he 
defendant  was  not  entitled  to  a  new 
trial  without  psyment  of  costs,  on  the 
ground  of  the  reception  of  ibis  evi- 
dence, if  the  legal  evidence  admitted 
shewed  the  title  to  be  in  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff;  as,  upon  such  a  reserva- 
tion, the  Court  are  called  upon  to  de- 
cide whether  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
are  entitled  to  recover  or  not. 

An  examined  copy  of  the  record  of 
a  fine,  levied  with  proelamalion,  U  as 
good  evidence  of  tlje  fine  as  the  chiro- 
graph itself  ceriitied  by  the  officer. 

A  fine  was  proved  to  hsve  been 
levied  of  the  estate  in  question,  in 
1790,  and  the  lessors  of  ibe  plainliff 
gave  in  evidence  a  deed  of  conveyance 
of  part  of  the  property  in  1802,  by 
the  conusor  of  the  Cne  to  a  purchaser, 
which  stated  that  tke  fine  was  levied  tu 
the  use  of  himself  in  fee.  This  deed 
was  received  without  objection  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant: — Held,  that  it 
waa  good  evidence  as  a  deckratiDii  of 
the  uses  of  the  fine,  alihouglj  it  was 
not  proved  that  the  defendant  derived 
titleunder  the  conusor.  Doe  d.  Gilbert 
V.  Sou,  102 

EXECUTOR  AND  ADMINI- 
STRATOR, 

Properly  of  Adminialrator  in  Goods  o/ 
Iniestale. 
L.  was  possessed  of  furniture  and 
other  properly,  and  on  hin  death,  in- 
testate, in  18a7,  the  furniture  was  re- 
moved hy  his  widow  to  another  house, 
in  which  she  resided,  until  her  death 
in  l«3a,  with  her  daughter  E.,  and 
coQtintied   during    that  period  to  use 


GUARANTEE. 

the  furniture.  In  October,  1839,  the 
widow  caused  the  furniture  to  be  valn- 
ed,  in  order  to  her  talcing  out  admi- 
nislrslion  to  L.,  which  she  aftercards 
did.  In  1838,  the  furniture  was  sold 
by  the  defendant,  (who  had  married 
another  daughter  of  L.)  with  E.'s  con- 
currence. In  1840,  (disputes  hav- 
ii:g  arisen  about  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds),  E.  took  out  adminintraiion 
to  her  mother: — Held,  that  R.  could 
nnt  maintain  trover  for  the  furniture, 
without  having  taken  out  administration 
de  bonis  non  to  L.  Elliott  v.  Eemp, 
306 
FINE. 
See  EvtDEKCB. 
Diicontinuance  by. 
By*  will,  in  1789,  sn  estate  was 
devised  to  A.G.  M.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder as  he  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment, 
remainder  lo  the  heirs  of  bis  body,  with 
remainders  over.  In  1790,  A.  G.  M. 
levied  a  fine  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee, 
and  afterwards  died  without  issue : — 
Held,  in  an  ejectment  by  the  lesson  of 
the  plaintiff,  claiming  as  heirs  at  law  of 
A.  G.  M.,  that  the  fine  created  a  dis- 
continuance, and  gave  a  tortious  fee  lo 
A.  G.  M.,  and  that  his  heir  at  law  was 
consequently  entitled  to  recover  in  eject- 
.  ment,  ihe  remainders  over  being  de- 
vested, and  the  rights  of  the  remainder- 
'  men  only  capable  of  being  enforced  hy 

In  sucb  a  case  the  sutute  3  ft  4 
Will.  4,  c.  47,  s.  38,  preserves  the  right 
of  the  remaindermen  to  bring  a  fome- 
doD.     Doe  d.  Gilhert  v.  Rott,        102 

GUARANTEE, 
^ee  Bills  and  Notes,  (I), 
For  Indemnity  from  Bond, 
A  declaraiion  in  assumpsit   staled, 
that  in  consideration  that  R.  J.  in  his 
lifetime  (of  whom  the  plainliff  was  ad- 
ministratrix) would  execute  a  bond  to 
W.  J.  in  the  penal  aum  of  iC600,  the 
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defendant  undertook  that  he  would  save 
harmless  and  indemnify  R.  J.,  his  exe- 
cutors and  administrators,  from  any  loss 
or  damage  by  reason  of  his  executing 
the  bond:  the  declaration  then  averred 
the  execution  of  the  bond  by  R.  J.,  his 
death,  and  the  grant  of  administration 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  as 
administratrix,  became  liable  to  pay  and 
satisfy  ihe  bond  to  W.  J.,  of  which  the 
defendant  had  notice;  but  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  indemnify  the  plaintiff, 
as  such  administratrix,  from  loss  or 
damage,  by  reason  of  the  execution  of 
the  bond ;  by  means  whereof  the  plain- 
tiff, as  administratrix,  was  called  upon, 
and  forced  and  obliged,  to  pay,  and  did 
pay  to  W.  J.  the  sum  of  £310,  secured 
by  the  bond,  and  a  further  sum  for  the 
costs  of  an  action  against  her,  &c. 
Plea,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  adminis- 
tratrix, was  not  called  upon,  or  forced, 
or  obliged,  to  pay,  nor  did  she  pay  to 
W.  J.  the  monies  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  nor  was  she  damnified  as 
therein  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form, 
&c.  The  bond,  when  produced  on  the 
trial,  appeared  to  be  subject  to  a  condi- 
tion for  repayment  of  the  sum  secured, 
with  interest,  "  at  or  before  the  expir- 
ation of  six  months*  notice  to  be  given 
to  pay  the  same  :"  and  there  was  no 
proof  of  such  notice  having  been  given. 
It  appeared,  however,  that  the  defend- 
ant had  notice  of  the  action  being  com- 
menced against  the  plaintiff  on  the  bond 
(which  was  stayed  by  a  Judge's  order 
on  payment  of  debt  and  costs),  and  did 
not  come  in  to  defend  it : — Held,  that 
this  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  on  the  above  issue. 

The  defendant's  undertaking  was 
contained  in  two  letters,  addressed  to 
C.  J.,  the  brother  of  the  plaintiff's  in- 
testate R.  J.,  in  the  first  of  which  he 
pressed  C.  J.  to  join,  and  to  induce  his 
brothers  to  join,  in  a  security  for  the 
repayment  of  money  to  be  advanced  to 
the  defendant  for  carrying  on  a  suit  in 
Chancery  *  and  in  the  second  he  again 


urged  that  they  should  lend  their  names 
for  this  purpose,  and  added, — **  I  should 
consider  it  a  matter  of  favour  to  myself 
if  your  brothers  will  join,  and  I  will  see 
that  they  come  to  no  harm."  R.  J.y 
in  consequence,  executed  the  bond 
in  question  : — Held^  that  the  letters 
amounted  to  an  actual  guarantee^  on 
which  the  defendant  was  liable  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  merely  to  a  represent- 
ation, with  a  view  to  the  parties  doing 
an  act  against  the  consequences  of 
which  they  should  afterwards  be  pro- 
tected.    Jones  ▼.  WilliafMf  493 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Rights  of  Husband  in  Property  of  Wife, 

The  property  in  wearing  apparel 
bought  for  herself  by  a  wife  living  with 
her  husband,  out  of  money  settled  to 
her  separate  use  before  marriage,  and 
paid  to  her  by  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment, vests  by  law  in  the  husband,  and 
it  is  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  for 
his  debts.     Came  v.  Brice,  183 

INDEBITATUS  ASSUMPSIT 

For  Work  and  Labour,  when  main' 
tainable. 

R.  having  undertaken,  by  a  written 
contract,  to  build  for  the  Corporation  of 
Henley  a  house  on  a  farm  occupied  by 
A  ,  engaged  S.  to  do  the  carpenter's 
work  ;  and  the  following  agreement  was 
made  and  signed  by  R.  and  S.,  and 
witnessed  by  A : — **  It  having  been  ar- 
ranged that  A.  shall  build  a  new  honse 
on  the  farm  occupied  by  Mr.  A.,  it  is 
hereby  agreed  and  understood  between 
the  said  R.  and  S.,  that  S.  shall  do  all 
the  carpenter's  work,  &c.  under  the 
inspection  and  control  of  the  said  A., 
and  that  the  amount  of  the  said  work 
shall  be  paid  by  Mr.  A.  to  S.  only,  and 
that  this  agreement  shall  be  his  gua- 
rantee for  so  doing."  On  the  same 
day,  A.  wrote  to  S.  as  follows: — "  It 
having  been  agreed  that  R.  shall  build 
a  new  house  on  the  farm  occupied  by 
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me,  and  that,  by  an  agreement  tbis  day 
shewn  me  between  you  and  S.  you  are  to 
do  the  carpenter's  work,  &c.,  and  that 
the  payment,  when  done,  is  to  be  made 
by  roe  to  yon,  and  to  no  other  person,  ac- 
cording to  plan  and  specification,  I  here- 
by undertake  to  pay  the  same,  by  having 
a  proper  discharge  :'* — Heldy  that  S., 
having  done  the  work,  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit 
ibr  work  and  labour  against  A.  for  the 
Talaeofit.     Sweeting  y,  Aspliny     165 

INFANT. 
See  Procuein  Amy. 

INSOLVENT. 

Arreit  of,  after  Discharge, 

Where  an  insolvent,  being  arrested 
after  his  discharge  for  a  new  debt, 
agreed,  on  A.'s  becoming  his  bail,  to 
give  him  a  bond  for  £300,  in  which 
amonnt  was  included  a  debt  of  £80, 
which  bad  been  inserted  in  the  insol- 
vent's schedule  : — Heldt  that  the  insol- 
vent was  not  entitled  to  be  discharged 
out  of  custody,  having  been  taken  in 
execution  in  an  action  by  A.  upon  the 
bond,  in  which  he  had  suffered  judg- 
ment to  go  by  default.  Denne  v. 
Knotty  143 

INSURANCE. 

On  Life, 

Nonpayment  of  Premiums. 

Upon  a  policy  of  assurance  on  the 
life  of  A.,  the  premium  became  due  on 
the  15th  of  March,  but  was  not  paid 
until  the  12th  of  April,  when  the 
country  agent  of  the  Insurance  Com- 
pany, through  whom  the  insurance  had 
been  effected,  gave  a  receipt  for  the 
amount  of  the  premium.  The  instruc- 
tions given  by  the  Company  to  the 
agent  were,  that  the  premium  on  every 
life  policy  must  be  received  within  fif- 
teen days  from  the  time  of  its  becom- 
ing due ;  if  not  paid  within  that  time, 
that  he  was  to  give  immediate  notice 


to  the  office  of  that  fact,  and  in  the 
event  of  his  omitting  to  do  so,  that  his 
acconnt  would  be  debited  for  the 
amonnt,  after  the  fifteen  days  had  ex- 
pired. No  notice  was  given  to  the 
Company  of  the  non-payment  of  the 
premium  within  the  fifteen  days;  it  was 
therefore  entered  in  their  books  as  paid 
on  the  1 5 lb  of  March,  and  the  agent  was 
debited  for  the  amount : — Held,  first, 
that  the  mere  debiting  the  agent  with 
the  premium  could  not  be  considered  as 
a  payment  to  the  Company  by  the  as- 
sured ;  secondly,  that  as  the  agent  had 
no  authority  to  contract  for  the  Com- 
pany, the  fact  of  his  receiving  the  mo- 
ney after  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen 
days,  and  the  entry  in  the  Company's 
books,  debiting  him  with  the  amount, 
were  no  evidence  of  a  new  agreement 
between  the  Company  and  the  assured. 
Acey  V.  Femie,  151 

INTERPLEADER  ACT. 

The  defendant  having  bought  a  rick 
of  hay  from  the  plaintiff,  (who  was  the 
executor  de  son  tort  of  M.  S.),  before 
payment  of  the  price,  received  a  notice 
from  a  third  party,  stating  that  he  was 
the  administrator  of  M.  S.,  and  de- 
manding payment  of  the  sum  for  which 
it  had  been  sold.  The  defendant  being 
subsequently  sued  by  the  plaintiff*  for 
the  price  of  the  hay : — Held,  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  relief  under  the  In- 
terpleader Act,  1  &  2  Will  4,  c.  58, 
s.  1.     James  y,  Priichardf  216 

JOINT  STOCK  BANKING  COM- 

PANY. 

(1).  Declaration  by  Manager. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  public 
officer  of  a  joint-stock  banking  copart- 
nership, established  under  the  7  Geo. 
4,  c.  46,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  plaintiff*  is  the 
manager  of  a  certain  joint-stock  co- 
partnership established  for  the  purpose 
of  banking,  and  that  he  has  been  duly 


LANJOLORD  AND  TENANT. 

named  mi  appointed  ■■  tbe  nominal 
plaintiff  on  behalf  of  iBe  copaitoership, 
under  the  proviaions  of  the  statute, 
without  sUtint;  expressly  that  he  hai 
been  named  as  manager,  or  that  the 
copartaeiahip  baa  been  established  un-  I 
der  the  provisiona  of  the  act.  CArittie 
V.  Peart,  491 

(2).  Execution  agairut. 
Where  a  plaintiff  obtains  judgment 
against  the  public  officer  of  a  joint- 
Block  banking  copartnership,  pursuant 
to  Stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  9,  he  may 
issue  execution  against  the  defendant 
niihont  first  suing  oat  a  scire  facias. 
SartBood  v.  iow,  203 

JURY. 
A^davitt  of  Jurors,  vshen  receivahle. 
Affidavits  of  juiors  as  to  what  took 
place  in  open  court  on  the  delivery  of 
tbeir  verdict,  aie  receivable.  Roberta 
».  Hvghei,  399 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
See  Distress, 

LiuiTATiaiT  AcT,(l),  (2), 
(1).  Notice  to  Quit. 
A  tenant  held  a  house  and  land  from 
year  to  year,  tbe  land  from  the  2nd  of 
February,  ilie  house,  &c.,  from  the  Isi 
of  May.  On  tbe  16lh  of  February, 
IB36,  a  notice  to  quit  was  served  on 
him,  requiring  him  to  quit  and  deliver 
np  the  farm  at  the  end  of  his  present 
year's  holding: — Held,  that  this  was  a 
good  notice  to  determine  the  tenancy 
in  the  spring  of  1839;  it  not  being 
shewn  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  that 
the  land  was  not  the  principal  subject  of 
tbe  holding. 

A  notice  to  quit,  given  by  a  person 
authorized  by  one  of  several  lessors, 
joint' tenants,  determines  tbe  tenancy 
as  to  all.  Doe  d.  Kindertley  v.  Hugkei, 
189 
(2).  Tenant' iRighllo  remove  FixtuTei. 
The  right  of  a  Unant  to  remora  te- 
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aant'a  fixtarei  continues  only  during 
ilia  original  term,  and  during  such  fur- 
ther period  of  possession  by  him  as  he 
holds  the  premises  under  a  right  still 
to  consider  himself  as  tenant. 

Where,  therefore,  the  term  pursuant 
a  proviso  in  the  lease,  was  forfeited 
liy  tbe  bankruptcy  of  the  leasee,  and 
the  lessor  entered  upon  ibe  assignees, 
der  to  enforce  ^e  forfeitnie,  and 
three  weeks  afterwards  the  assignees 
of  the  lessee,  still  continuing  in  pos- 
session, removed  and  sold  a  fixture  pot 
tip  h;  the  leasee  for  the  purposes  of 
trade;  and  the  jury  found  that  it  waa 
not  removed  within  a  reasonable  time 
aher  the  entry  of  the  lessor; — Held, 
that  they  had  no  right  so  to  remove  it, 
and  that  the  lessor  might  recover  it  in 

And  semhle,  auch  wotild  have  been 
the  case  even  without  such  finding  of 
tbe  jury.     Weeton  v.  Woodcock,     14 

(3).  Actio*  for  doubU  Falue. 
Where  the  plaintiff,  being  the  owner 
of  a  woollen  mill  and  steam-engine,  let 
to  tlie  defendant  a  room  in  the  mill, 
together  with  a  supply  of  power  from 
the  ateam-eogine  hy  means  of  a  reTol*- 
ing  shaft  in  the  room : — Held,  in  an 
action  for  double  value,  under  stat.  4 
Geo.  2,  c.  2S,  against  the  Unant  for 
holding  over  alter  tlie  expiration  of  a 
notice  to  quit,  that  in  estimating  such 
double  value,  the  value  of  tbe  power 
supplied  could  not  he  included.  Bo- 
fiinaoN  T.  Learoyd,  4S 

LARCENY 
By  Finder  of  Good*. 
A  person  purchased,  at  a  public  aac- 
iion,  a  bureau  in  which  he  aflerwarda 
discovered,  in  a  secret  drawer,  a  purse 
containing  money,  which  he  appro- 
priated to  bis  own  use.  At  the  time 
of  the  sale  no  person  knew  that  the 
bureau  contained  any  thing  whatever: 
— Held,  that  if  the  buyer  had  express . 
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notice  that  the  barean  alone,  and  not 
its  contents,  if  any,  was  sold  to  him; 
or  if  he  had  no  reason  to  believe  that 
any  thing  more  than  the  bureau  itseli 
was  sold,  the  abstraction  of  the  money 
was  a  felonious  taking,  and  he  was 
guilty  of  larceny  in  appropriating  it  to 
his  own  use.  But  that  if  he  had  rea- 
sonable ground  for  believing  that  he 
bought  the  bureau  with  its  contents,  if 
any,  he  had  a  colourable  right  to  the 
property,  and  it  was  no  larceny.  Mer- 
ry ▼.  GreeUf  623 

LEGACY  DUTY. 

A.,  a  British  subject,  domiciled  in 
England,  made  his  will  and  died  in 
England,  and  by  his  will  disposed  of 
certain  government  notes  of  the  East 
India  Company,  issued  at  Calcutta, 
and  the  amount  of  which  was  receiv- 
able only  under  an  Indian  probate; 
and  appointed  an  English  executor. 
The  executor  executed  a  power  of 
attorney  to  S.  in  India,  who  thereupon 
obtained  letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed  in  India,  uuder  which 
he  received  the  amount  of  the  notes, 
and  remitted  to  the  executor  in  England, 
who  paid  it  over  to  the  legatees ; — Held^ 
that  legacy  duty  was  payable  thereon. 
In  the  matter  of  Philip  Coales,     390 

LIEN. 

See  Ship. 

LIMITATION  ACT. 

(1).  Lessor f  when  barred  against  a 
Lessee. 
Where  a  lessor  permits  his  lessee, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  lease,  to 
pay  no  rent  for  twenty  years,  the  lessor 
is  not  therefore  barred,  by  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  2,  from  reco- 
vering the  premises  in  ejectment.  The 
case  falls  within  the  latter  branch  of 
the  3rd  section,  which,  in  the  case  of 
an  estate  or  interest  in  reversion,  pro- 
vides that  the  right  of  action  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  first  accrued  when  it 


became  an  estate  or  interest  in  posses- 
sion. The  lessor,  therefore,  may  re- 
cover in  ejectment  at  any  time  within 
twenty  years  after  the  determination  of 
the  lease.     Doe  d.  Davy  v.  Oxenham, 

131 

(2).   When  Ejectment  barred  against 
Tenant  at  WiU. 

Where  A.,  in  181  Ti  let  B.  into  pos- 
session of  lands  as  tenant  at  will;  and 
in  1827,  A.  entered  upon  the  land 
without  B.'s  consent,  and  cut  and  car- 
ried away  stone  therefrom ; — Held,  that 
this  entry  amounted  to  a  determination 
of  the  estate  at  will ;  and  that  B.  thence- 
forth became  tenant  at  sufferance,  until, 
by  agreement  express  or  implied,  a 
new  tenancy  was  created  between  the 
parties :  and  therefore,  that  unless  the 
fact  of  such  new  tenancy  were  found  by 
the  jury,  an  ejectment  brought  by  A. 
in  1839,  was  too  late,  inasmuch  as,  by 
the  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c  27,  s.  7,  his 
right  of  ViCixoxi  first  accrued  at  the  ex- 
piration of  one  year  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  original  tenancy  at 
will,  i.  e.  in  the  year  1818.  Doe  d. 
Bennett  v.  Turner,  226 

LIMITATIONS,   STATUTE   OF. 

See  Pleading,  II.  (1). 

Proof  of  Part  Payment, 

A  verbal  acknowledgment  by  a  debt- 
or, within  six  years,  of  the  part  pay- 
ment of  the  debt,  is  not  sufficient  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Li- 
mitations.    Maghee  y,  O'Neil,      531 

MINING  COMPANY. 

Authori'y  of  Mine  Agent. 

The  resident  agent,  appointed  by 
the  directors  of  a  mining  company 
to  manage  the  mine,  bas  not  an  f'm- 
plied  authority  from  the  shareholders 
of  the  Company  to  borrow  money  upon 
their  credit,  in  order  to  pay  the  arrears 
of  wages  due  to  the  labourers  in  the 
mine,  who  have   obtained  warrants  of 
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distress  upon  the  materials  belonging 
to  the  mine,  for  the  satisfaction  of 
such  arrears: — ^nor  in  any  other  case  of 
necessity,  however  pressing.  Haw- 
tayne  v.  Bourne,  595 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

A.  entered  into  partnership  with  B. 
&  C,  who  had  previously  carried  on 
the  same  trade  together,  and  who 
shortly  afterwards  became  bankrupt: 
and  by  an  agreement,  to  which  A.,  and 
the  assignees  of  B.  &  C.  were  parties, 
it  was  agreed  that  A.  should  realise 
the  assets  and  liquidate  the  debts  of  the 
firm ;  and  that  the  official  assignee  of 
the  bankrupts  should  be  empowered  by 
A.  to  collect  the  outstanding  debts,  and 
pay  the  amount  to  S.  &  Co.,  bankers, 
to  the  account  of  A.,  being  allowed  the 
usual  per  rentage: — Held,  that  A. 
could  not  alone  sue  the  official  assignee, 
in  an  action  of  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, for  monies  collected  by  him 
under  this  agreement,  which  remained 
in  his  hands,  and  of  which  he  had  ren- 
dered an  account  to  A.  Lewii  v.  Ed- 
wards, 300 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION 

ACT. 

See  Costs,  (3). 

NAVIGATION  ACT. 

The  Navigation  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  54,  does  not  prohibit  the  importa- 
tion for  home  consumption  (except  in 
British  vessels,  &c.),  of  any  goods  the 
produce  of  Europe,  excepting  those 
specifically  enumerated  in  the  second 
section.     Thompson  v.  Irving,       367 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  obtained  ex 
debito  justiliae,  on  one  of  several  issues, 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial  re -opens  the 
whole  record.  Earl  of  Macclesfield 
V.  Bradley,  570 


OUTLAWRY. 

Reversal  oj — Terms  o/. 

Under  a  capias  utlagatum,  issued  in 
February  1838  (in  an  action  on  foreign 
bills  of  exchange  for  upwards  of  £7000), 
goods  of  the  defendants,  who  were 
merchants  carrying  on  business  in  the 
United  States,  were  seized  and  sold; 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  which  the  plain- 
tiffs received  upwards  of  £4000.  On 
application  to  reverse  the  outlawry,  the 
Court  directed  that  it  should  be  re- 
versed on  payment  of  all  costs,  and 
on  entering  a  common  appearance,  and 
that  the  money  received  under  the  levy 
should  be  invested  in  Exchequer  bills, 
and  deposited  with  the  officer  of  the 
Court,  to  abide  the  event  cf  the  suit. 

Where,  on  an  application  to  reverse 
an  outlawry,  the  Court  see  sufficient 
grounds  for  believing  that  the  defend- 
ant does  not  intend  to  remain  in  this 
country,  and  that  the  circumstances  are 
such  as  that  a  judge  would  order  a 
capias  to  issue  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  s.  3,  it  seems  that  they  will  still 
impose  on  the  defendant  the  condition 
of  putting  in  special  bail.  The  Go^ 
vernor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
England  v.  Beid,  159 

PARTNERSHIP, 
See  Money  had  and  received. 


PAUPER. 

Admission  to  sue — Costs, 

After  a  plea  of  payment  of  money 
into  Court,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit, 
the  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to  sue  in 
formic  pauperis.  A  judge  thereupon 
made  an  order  that  the  money  should 
remain  in  Court  to  abide  the  event  of 
the  cause,  unless  the  plaintiff  would 
take  it  out  in  full  satisfaction*  The 
defendants  having  obtained  the  verdict, 
the   Court    ordered    that  the  money 
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should  be  paid  out  to  them  in  satisfac- 
tioD  of  their  costs,  antecedent  to  the 
order  to  sue  in  formS  pauperi) 

Semble,  a  pkinliB'  may  he  admitted 
to  sue  in  formi  pauperis  after  the  coni~ 
mencement  of  the  suit. 

The  action  of  assumpsit  is  vithii 
tlie  operation  of  tlie  slat.  2S  Hen.  S 
c.  15,  8.  2.     Ctuey  V.  TomUn,     189 

PILOT  ACT. 
Where  a  penon  selects  the  course  of 
a  ihipi  and  takes  the  managemeQt  of 
her  for  the  purpose  of  directing  her  in 
that  coune,  he  is  in  the  charge  or 
conduct  of  the  vessel,  vithin  thi 
ifkg  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125, 
The  master  of  a  ship  is  not,  howeveri, 
preclndad  bj  that  section  fiom  emploj- 
Ing  anj  moving  power,  as,  for  instance, 
•team  or  other  power  bond  fide  used  ai 
a  moving  power,  if  upon  the  partj  ap- 
plying such  power  necessarily  derotvea 
the  selection  of  the  ship's  course,  and 
the  charge  or  conduct  of  her  in  that 

The  penalty  imposed  by  the  ?Olh 
aection  of  the  Pilot  Act  may  be  sued 
fee  by  a  common  informer,  and  ii 
within  the  second  head  of  the  76th 
Motion,  The  consent  of  the  Trinity 
House  or  Lord  Warden  is  necessary 
only  in  the  case  of  pilots  licensed  by 
them;  hut  their  consent  is  not  required 
with  reference  to  pilots  not  within  their 
jurisdiction.     Beilbt/  v.  Scott,  93 

PLEADING. 
See  Bills  akd  Notf.s,  (4),  1,  2. 
Railway  Act,  (I),  (2). 
Railway  Shares. 
Ubvxt. 

I.  Declaration. 

(1).  Several  Counts. 

The  first  count  of  a  declaration  was 

framed  upon  an  agreement  whereby  the 

plaintiff  agreed  to  let,  and  the  defends 

ut  agreed  to  take,  cert^n  premises. 
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subject  to  conditions  therein  epedfied, 
and  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  de< 
fendant  should  keep  the  windows  and 
all  other  parts  of  the  premises,  except 
the  roof  and  main  timbers,  and  the  out- 
side, in  efiectual  repair  :  and  alleged  as 
a  breach,  that  he  permitted  them  to  be 
out  of  repair.  The  second  count  stated, 
that  in  consideration  that  the  defendant 
had  become  and  was  tenant  to  the 
plaintiffofa  eerfoix  otAer  messuage  and 
premises,  the  defendant  promised  to 
use  them  in  a  tenant-like  and  proper 
manner:  and  alleged  as  a  breach,  that 
he  did  not  ose  the  sud  last- mentioned 
premises  in  a  tenant-like  and  proper 
manner,  hut  made  holes  in  the  walls, 
damaged  the  doors,  &c.  At  the  trial, 
one  contract  of  demise  only,  applying 
to  one  house  only,  was  proved : — tteld, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recovec 
damages  in  respect  of  the  breaches  al- 
leged in  both  counts,  inaaronch  as  they 
oust  be  taken  to  have  reference  to 
different  messuages.  Hul/ordv.Dum- 
nett,  348 

(2).  Ambiguity. 
A  declaration  in  debt  stated,  thalthe 
defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
for  goods  sold   and  delivered  to  the 
tfendant  by  the  plaintiff  at   hi*  re- 
quest."    The  defendant  having  demur- 
d  specially  to  this  declaration,  on  the 
groundofits  being  ambiguous,  the  Conrt 
set   the   demurrer  aside   as  iUvolaas. 
Deriemer  v.  Fenna,  439 

II.  Pleat  lA  Bar. 
(1).  Conclusion  with  Verifieation. 
A  plea  merely  in  the  negative  need 
not  conclude  with  a  verification. 

action  of  assumpsit  for  work 
and  labour  as  an  attorney,  the  defend- 
pleaded  non  assumpsit  infra  sex 
snnos,  and  concluded  with  a  prayer  of 
Judgment,  omitting  the  verification : — 
Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
plea  was  good.  BodfdMm  v.  HtU, 
27-* 
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(2).  Several  Pleas. 

The  Stat.  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  4, 
does  not  extend  to  the  case  of  the 
Crown,  and  therefore  the  Court  has  no 
authority  to  give  a  defendant  leave  to 
plead  several  matters,  in  an  information 
of  intrusion  filed  by  the  Attorney- 
General.  Attorney' General  v.  Do- 
naldson, 422 

(3).  Issuable  Pleas. 

To  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  a 
plea  that  the  drawer  had  been  twice 
bankrupt,  and  that  his  estate  had  not 
paid  \5s.  in  the  pound  under  the  second 
fiat,  whereby  the  property  in  the  bill 
vested  in  the  assignee  under  the  second 
fiat,  and  the  drawer  could  make  no  title 
by  indorsement,  is  an  issuable  plea. 
Mackay  v.  Wood,  420 

(4).  Liberum  Tenementum,  Effect  of. 

A  plea  of  liberum  tenementum,  to  an 
action  of  trespass  qu.  cl.  fr.,  is  not  sup- 
ported by  proof  of  the  exercise  of  acts 
of  ownership  by  the  defendant  for  a 
period  of  less  than  twenty  years,  where 
it  appears  that  before  the  commence- 
ment of  that  period,  and  also  within 
twenty  years,  the  estate  was  in  a  third 
person.     Brest  v.  Lever,  593 

(5).  Release. 

A  declaration  on  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  goods  on  board  a  ship,  at  the 
suit  of  D.  W.  &  A.  W.,  alleged  that 
the  policy  was  made  by  them  as  well  in 
their  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name 
of  every  other  person  to  whom  the 
same  did  appertain ;  and  it  averred  that 
one  T.  Z.  and  the  plaintiff  A.  W.,  or 
one  of  ihsm,  were  or  was  then,  and  from 
thenceforth  until  the  loss,  interested  in 
the  goods.  To  this  declaration  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  release  by  D.  W. 
for  himself  and  his  partner  A.  W.  The 
plaintiffs  replied^  setting  out  on  oyer  the 
deed  of  release,  by  the  recital  in  which 
it  appeared  that  the  intention  of  the 


parties  was  to  release  only  the  sums 
set  opposite  their  respective  names  in 
the  schedule  thereto  annexed ;  and  the 
declaration  averred,  that  the  money  so 
released  was  due  upon  other  and  dif- 
ferent contracts  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  declaration: — Semble,  that  the 
replication  was  bad,  as  amounting  to 
an  argumentative  denial  of  the  release 
mentioned  in  the  plea. 

Held,  also,  that  the  plea  was  a  good 
answer  to  the  action.  Wilkinson  v. 
Lindo,  81 

(6).  Exoneration  by  Plaintiff  from 
Promise. 

To  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  founded 
on  mutual  promises  to  marry  within  a 
reasonable  time,  it  is  a  good  plea,  that 
after  the  promise,  and  before  any  breach 
thereof,  the  plaintiff  absolved,  exoner- 
ated, and  discharged  the  defendant  from 
his  promise,  and  the  performance  there- 
of.    King  v.  GiUelt,  56 

(7).   Tender  after  Breach. 

Assumpsit  on  a  special  agreement, 
whereby,  in  consideration  of  the  sale  to 
the  defendant  of  a  portrait,  and  the  ex- 
clusive copyright  of  engraving  the  same 
for  publication,  the  defendant  promised 
to  pay  £150,  and  to  deliver  to  the 
plaintiff  fifty  proof  impressions  of  the 
engraving  when  made  therefrom.  The 
declaration  averred  that  the  engraving 
was  made,  and  that  the  money  was  paid, 
and  alleged  as  a  breach,  that,  although 
a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  for  the 
delivery  of  the  fifty  proof  impressions^ 
and  although  the  defendant  was  re- 
quired to  do  so,  yet  the  defendant  had 
not  delivered  them  or  any  part  of  them, 
and  had  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do. 
Plea,  that,  after  the  making  of  the 
promise  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  after  the  making  of  the  said  en- 
graving, the  defendant  dellTered  to  the 
plaiutiff  ten  proof  impressions  thereof 
in  part  performance  of  his  said  promise, 
and  the  plaintiff  accepted  th«  same  in 
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satisfactioD  and  discharge  of  the  pro- 
mise as  to  ten  of  the  fifty  impressions; 
that  he  then  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
then  tendered  and  offered  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  deliver  to  him  forty  other  im- 
pressions of  the  said  engraving,  which 
the  plaintiff  then  refused  to  accept 
or  receive^  and  then  requested  the  de- 
fendant to  let  him  have  the  choice  of 
forty  of  all  the  impressions  that  were 
printed,  to  which  request  the  defendant 
then  acceded,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
promised  the  defendant  to  make  his  se- 
lection of  the  said  forty  proof  impres- 
sions out  of  all  the  impressions  that 
were  then  printed:  that  the  defendant 
had  always  heen  ready  and  willing  to 
let  the  plaintiff  choose  the  said  forty 
out  of  all  the  impressions  then  printed, 
but  that  the  plaintiff  had  never  made 
any  selection  of  the  same,  but  had 
always  thence  hitherto  neglected  to  do 
so;  absque  hoc  that  the  defendant  re- 
fused and  neglected  to  deliver  to  the 
plaintiff  the  said  fifty  proof  impressions, 
as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  al- 
leged:— Heidi  that  the  plea  was  bad 
after  verdict.     Negelen  v.  Mitchell, 

612 

(8).  Other  Cases. 

1«  Debt  on  bond  by  the  treasurer 
appointed  by  Commissioners  acting  un- 
der a  local  Lighting  and  Paving  Act, 
against  a  collector  of  rates  and  his  sure- 
ties. The  defendants  craved  oyer  of 
the  bond  and  condition,  which  recited, 
inter  alia,  that  H.  J.,  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, had  been  appointed  collector 
of  the  rates  due  and  payable  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  act,  and  had  been 
called  upon  to  give  security  for  the  due 
performance  of  the  office ;  and  the  con- 
dition was,  inter  alia,  for  the  collec- 
tion of  all  such  rates  as  H.  J.  should 
be  directed  to  demand  and  obtain  by 
virtue  of  his  said  ofi^ce,  and  for  deli- 
vering a  true  account  of  and  paying  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  Commissioners,  all 
monies  by  him  received  "by  virtue  and 


for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act.'*  The 
defendants  then  pleaded,  so  far  as  re« 
lated  to  that  part  of  the  condition,  that 
*' during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
appointment  no  rale  was  made  or  in 
any  way  exuded  which  he,  the  said 
H,  </.,  could  legally  or  according  to  law 
collect  or  get  in^  or  could  legally  or 
according  to  law  demand  or  obtain  by 
virtue  of  his  said  office,  and  that  he 
did  not  at  any  time  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  his  said  appointment,  legally 
receive  any  money  by  virtue  or  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  act  or  relative  to 
the  collectorship  of  the  said  rates:" — 

Held,  1st.,  that  the  plea  would  have 
been  bad  on  special  demurrer,  if  the 
objection  had  been  sufiSciently  pointed 
out,  for  attempting  to  raise  an  issue  of 
law,  and  for  not  shewing  positively, 
either  that  no  rate  was  made,  or  in 
what  the  alleged  illegality  consisted. 

2ndly,  that  the  first  part  of  the  plea, 
which  stated  **  that  uo  rate  was  made, 
or  in  any  way  existed  which  he,  the 
said  H.  J.,  could  legally  or  according 
to  law  collect  or  get  in,*'  &c.,  not  be- 
ing specially  demurred  to,  was  a  sub- 
stantial defence  to  the  action,  as  shew- 
ing a  sufficient  excuse  for  non  perfor- 
mance of  the  condition;  and  that  the 
rr&t  of  the  plea  might  be  rejected  as 
surplusage.      fVebb  v.  James,         279 

2.  Declaration  in  assumpsit  stated, 
that  the  plaintiff  put  up  certain  lease- 
hold premises  to  auction,  subject  to 
conditions  that  the  purchaser  should 
complete  the  purchase  by  a  certain  day, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  deduce  a 
good  title  to  the  premises,  commencing 
with  the  lease  under  which  they  were 
then  held:  and  assigned  as  a  breach, 
that  although  the  plaintiff  did  deduce  a 
good  title  commencing  with  the  lease, 
the  defendant  did  not  complete  the 
purchase  according  to  the  contract. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  pre- 
mises were,  on  &c.,  demised  by  T.  L. 
to  W.  B.  for  a  term  still  subsisting, 
subject  to  a  covenant  by  W.  B.  to  keep 
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the  premises  In  repair,  and  for  re- entry 
by  T.  L.  in  default  thereof:  that  the 
interest  of  W.  B.  vested  by  assignment 
in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
after  the  assignment,  suffered  the  pre- 
mises to  be  out  of  repair,  and  that  they 
continued  so  up  to  the  time  of  sale,  so 
that  the  term  might,  at  the  option  of 
T.  L.,  be  determined;  and  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  af- 
terwards, any  valid  title  to  the  pre- 
mises. The  defendant  pleaded  also, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  or  at  any  time  afterwards, 
any  good  and  valid  title  to  the  premises, 
and  did  not  deduce  or  make  a  good 
title  to  the  defendant. 

On  special  demurrer  to  these  pleas, 
the  former  was  held  bad,  as  being  an 
argumentative  denial  of  the  allegation 
in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff 
made  a  good  title;  and  the  latter,  on 
the  ground  that,  if  the  defendant 
meant  to  object  to  the  validity  of  the 
lease,  he  ought  to  have  confessed  the 
allegation  of  title  in  the  declaration  as 
it  stood,  and  then  to  have  pointed  the 
plea  specifically  to  the  objection  that 
the  lessor  had  no  title.  Wheeler  v. 
Wright,  359 

(8).  Other  Cases. 

3.  The  declaration  stated,  that  the 
defendant  caused  to  be  put  up  to  sale 
by  auction  certain  premises,  for  the  re- 
sidue of  a  term  of  years,  on  the  condi- 
tion, amongst  others,  that  the  defend- 
ant should  deduce  and  make  a  good 
title  thereto,  commencing  with  the 
lease  of  the  premises  under  which  they 
were  then  held;  and  assigned  as  a 
breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  de- 
duce a  good  title  commencing  with  the 
lease. 

Plea,  that  the  premises  so  put  up  to 
sale  were  premises  of  which  the  de- 
fendant was  possessed  under  a  mort- 
gage from  the  plaintiff  for  the  residue 
of  the  term,  and  that  they  were  put  up 
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to  sale  under  a  power  of  sale  in  the 
mortgage:  that  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  mortgage,  the  plaintiff  held  the 
premises  under  a  lease  from  T.  L., 
subject  to  a  covenant  by  the  plaintiff 
for  repair,  and  a  proviso  for  re-entry, 
or  the  cesser  of  the  term,  at  the  option 
of  T.  L.,  on  breach  of  such  covenant: 
that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  had  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  premises:  that  the  defendant  did 
deduce  a  good  title  to  the  premises, 
commencing  with  the  lease,  in  all  re- 
spects except  this,  that  the  premises 
were  out  of  repair,  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  full  knowledge :  that  they  were, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  in  as  good  re- 
pair as  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage; 
and  that  T.  L.  had  not  re-entered  or 
claimed  to  re-enter,  or  in  any  way 
avoided  the  lease : — Held,  bad  on  ge- 
neral demurrer.     Barnett  v.  Wheeler^ 

364 
{See  aUo,  post.  III,  (I),  1;  (2),  (5). 

III.  RepUcaiion, 

(1).  De  Injurid. 

l'.  Indebitatus  assumpsit  for  work 
and  labour,  and  for  services  in  navigat- 
ing certain  barges  for  the  defendants. 
Plea,  that  the  claim  was  for  wages  due 
for  services  performed  by  the  plaintiff 
as  master  of  a  boat  used  by  the  defen- 
dants for  the  carriage  of  goods,  they 
being  common  carriers,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  hired  by  them  under  an 
agreement,  that,  as  master  of  the  said 
boat,  he  was  to  be  responsible  for  the 
safety  and  due  delivery  of  all  goods 
taken  on  board  by  him,  and  was  to  be 
chargeable  for  all  pilferages  of,  or  da- 
mage or  losses  to  any  goods  under  his 
charge;  and  that  the  amount  thereof 
should  be  deducted  from  his  wages,  and 
might  be  pleaded  or  set  off  accordingly. 
The  plea  then  averred  the  delivery  of 
a  pipe  of  wine  to  the  plaintiff  on  board 
the  boat;  and  that,  whilst  it  was  so  in 
the  plaintiff's  charge,  the  wine  was 
pilfered  and  water  substituted  in  lien 
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thereof,  whereby  the  pipe  of  wine  was 
greatly  damaged,  for  which  damage  the 
defendants  were  liable,  and  which  da- 
mage amounted  to  a  certain  sum,  &c., 
which  far  exceeded  the  amount  of  the 
causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned.  The  defendants  then  claim- 
ed to  set  o£f  the  loss  they  had  thereby 
sustained,  against  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand. To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied de  injurii: — Held,  that  the  repli- 
cation was  improper. 

Semble,  that  the  plea  amounted  to 
the  general  issue.  Cleworih  v.  Pick- 
ford,  314 

2.  To  an  action  by  indorsee  against 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  it  was  accepted  for 
a  gaming  debt,  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
before  the  indorsement  to  him,  had  no- 
tice thereof: — Replication,  de  injuria ; 
'-'Heldf  good  on  special  demurrer. 
Humphreys  v.  O'ConneU,  370 

(2).  To  Plea  of  Tender. 

Assumpsit  by  payee  against  maker 
of  a  promissory  note  for  15/.  95.  4(2., 
payable  on  demand;  averring  a  demand 
on  a  particular  day.  Plea,  as  to  £3, 
parcel,  a  set-off  due  at  the  time  when 
the  note  was  demanded,  and  ever  since; 
concludingwith  a  verification  and  prayer 
of  judgment:  and  as  to  12/.  9«.  4(/., 
residue,  that  at  the  time  of  the  demand 
the  defendant  tendered  the  plaintiff 
12/.  95.  4i.,  and  hath  always,  from 
the  time  of  making  his  said  promise,  as 
to  12/.  95.  4(/.,  been  ready  and  willing 
to  pay  that  sum,  and  now  brings  the 
same  into  Court,  &c. ;  concluding  with 
a  verification  and  prayer  of  judgment. 
Replication  to  the  first  plea,  a  traverse 
that  any  set-off  was  due  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  on  which  issue 
was  joined ;  to  the  second,  that,  before 
the  making  of  the  alleged  tender,  and 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  demand  and  refusal  hereinafter 
mentioned,  a  larger  sum  than  12/.  9^. 
4(/.,  to  wit,  15/.  9^.  Ad,,  including  the 


said  sum  of  12/.  9i.  4<2.,  was  due  upon 
the  note ;  and  that  before  the  said  ten- 
der, the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of 
the  said  sum  of  15/.  9i.  Ad,,  which  so 
included  the  12/.  9i«  Ad.,  but  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  pay  the  1 5/.  95.  Ad. ; 
and  that  at  the  time  of  such  demand 
and  refusal,  no  set-off  or  other  just 
cause  for  non-payment  thereof  existed: 
— Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  good.  Cotton  v.  God- 
win,  147 

(3).  Traverse  of  immaterial  Allega- 
tion. 

Plea,  to  an  action  of  covenant  for 
rent  due  for  turnpike  tolls,  that  before 
it  became  due,  the  trustees,  on  &c., 
entered  into  and  upon  a  certain  part  of 
the  tolls,  and  then  ejected,  expelled, 
put  out,  and  removed  the  defendant 
from  the  possession  thereof,  and  kept 
and  continued  him  so  ejected,  &c.  firom 
thence  hitherto.  Replication,  that  the 
trustees  did  not  enter  into  or  upon  the 
said  part  of  the  tolls,  or  eject,  &c.  the 
defendant  from  the  possession  thereof, 
modo  et  formd: — Held  bad  on  special 
demurrer,  as  putting  in  issue  not  only 
the  expulsion,  which  was  the  only  ma- 
terial allegation  of  the  plea,  but  also 
the  entry,  which  was  immaterial.  Pal* 
mer  v.  Gooden,  486 

(4).  Duplicity. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn 
by  D.  upon  the  defendant.  Plea,  that 
the  defendant,  by  D.,  his  agent  duly 
authorized  in  that  behalf,  paid  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  then  accept- 
ed and  received  of  D.  as  such  agent,  a 
certain  sum  in  full  satiafaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  causes  of  action.  Repli- 
cation, that  the  defendant,  by  D.  his 
agent,  did  not  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  nor 
the  plaintiff  accept  or  receive  of  D.,  as 
such  agent,  the  said  sum  in  fuU  saUs- 
faction  and  discharge  of  the  promises 
in  the  plea  mentioned : — Held,  on  spe- 
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cial  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was 
good.     Bennison  v.  Thehoell,        512 

(5).  New  Alignment. 

Declaration  in  assumpsit  by  drawer 
against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  728/.  6s.,  dated  15th  of  February, 
1840,  payable  three  months  afterdate. 
Plea,  as  to  609/.  10s.,  parcel  of  the 
monies  in  that  count  mentioned,  that 
after  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  in  that 
count  mentioned^  the  defendant  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £700  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  (inter 
alia)  the  sum  of  609/.  10s.,  parcel  of 
certain  monies  mentioned  and  specified 
in  a  certain  bill  of  exchange,  bearing 
date  15  th  of  February,  1840,  and 
drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon  and  accept* 
ed  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff accepted  and  received  the  said  sum 
of  money  in  such  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge:  and  that  the  bill  of  ex- 
change in  the  count  mentioned  was  and 
is  the  same  identical  bill  as  that  in  the 
plea  mentioned,  in  respect  whereof  the 
said  payment  was  so  made,  and  not  any 
other  or  different  bill.  Replication, 
that  the  bill  in  the  count  mentioned 
was  not  nor  is  the  same  identical  bill 
as  that  in  the  plea  mentioned,  &c.,  &c. : 
concluding  to  the  country : — Held  bad 
on  special  demurrer.  Wheeler  v.  Se^ 
nior,  562 

See  aleot  ante,  II.  (4). 

IV.  Repleader, 

Where  there  are  several  pleas  on  the 
record,  if  one  of  them  traverse  imma« 
terial  matter  in  the  declaration,  and  the 
defendant  has  pleaded  other  material 
matters  which  have  been  disposed  of  on 
proper  issues,  the  Court  will  not  grant 
a  repleader.      Negelen  v.  Mitchell, 

612 
PRACTICE. 

(1).  Entering  Appearance /or 
Defendant. 

Where  the  original  writ  of  summons 
was  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 


ant at  his  request,  but  he  kept  it,  and 
did  not  appear,  the  Court  refused  to 
allow  the  plaintiff  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance for  the  defendant  sec.  stat.,  with- 
out indorsing  on  the  writ  the  date  of 
the  service,  pursuant  to  the  rule  of  M. 
T.  3  Will.  4.      ^^tsofi  Y.  HaweU, 

213 

(2).  Service  of  Rule  to  compute. 

Service  of  a  rule  to  compute  princi- 
pal and  interest  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
or  promissory  note,  upon  one  of  several 
defendants,  is  sufficient,  as  service  up- 
on one  is  service  upon  all,  Andot  v. 
EvanSf  462 

(8).  Staging  Proceedings, 

1.  Where  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prins  has 
granted  a  certificate  for  speedy  execu- 
tion, under  the  stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  7,  s. 
2,  and  final  judgment  has  been  signed 
accordingly,  the  Judge  has  no  power 
afterwards  to  order  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings.    Lander  v.  Gordon^  218 

2.  Where  a  Judge's  order  for  staying 
proceedings  in  an  action  brought  against 
good  faith,  was  made  in  Trinity  Vaca- 
tion, and  a  motion  to  set  aside  that  or- 
der was  not  made  until  Michaelmas 
Term : — Hetd,  that  the  mere  lapse  of 
time  was  not  sufficient  to  preclude  the 
application,  no  injury  having  accrued 
to  the  defendant  thereby. 

Every  Court  has  an  unlimited  power 
over  its  own  process,  and  may  stay 
proceedings  brought  against  good  faith, 
though  the  agreement,  in  fraud  of 
which  the  action  was  brought,  was 
made  whilst  the  parties  were  not  under 
the  authority  of  the  Court.  Cocker  v. 
Tempeit^  502 

(4).  Setting  aside  Proceedings, 

Where  application  is  made  to  set 
aside  proceedings  for  irregularity  after 
eight  days,  but  within  the  eight  days 
a  similar  application  had  been  unsuc- 
cessfully made  to  a  Judge  at  chambers, 
the  Court  cannot  take  notice  of  such 
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application  at  chambers,  ddIcsb  it 
ahewD  on  affidavit,   eren  though  the 
Judge,  heing  in  Conit,    certifies   the 
&ct.     Goren  v.  Tate,  142 

(5).  Judgment  at  in  cate  of  a  NontuU. 
The  sfBdavit,  in  answer  to  a  rule  foi 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  Donsuit,  stated 
iiittib.efluatiS,afier filing  the declara- 
tion,  was  giveo  to  understand  that  the 
defendant  was  insolvent,  and  therefore 
ioatmcted  his  attorney  not  to  proceed 
to  trial: — Held,  that  this  affidavit  was 
not  nffident  to  compel  the  defendant 
to  accede  to  a  stet  processus,  but  that 
he  was  entitled  to  a  peremptory  under- 
taking.    Mann  y.  WiUiamifM,      14S 

PRESCRIPTION  ACT. 

The  grant  to  a  person,  his  heirs  and 
aitigm,  of  "free  liberty,  uith  servant! 
or  otherteiie,  to  rome  into  and  upon 
lands,  and  there  to  hawk,  hunt,  fish, 
and  fowl,"  is  a  grant  of  a  licente  of 
profit,  and  not  of  a  mere  perional  U- 
eenie  of  pleasure;  and  therefore  it 
aothotizea  the  grantee,  his  heirs  and 
awigna,  to  hawk,  hunt,  &c.,  bt/  his 
servanta  in  his  absence. 

Such  a  Itbert;  is,  therefore,  a  profit 
i  prendre,  within  the  Prescription  Act, 
2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2.  WieiAatn 
T.  Haaier,  63 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  MiHiNO  Coupamt. 

Liability  of  Committee-men  of  Club. 

A  club  was  formed,  by  the  regula- 
tions of  which  the  members  paid  en- 
trance-money and  an  annual  subscrip- 
tion, and  cash  was  paid  for  provisions 
supplied  to  the  house.  The  funds  of 
the  dnb  were  deposited  at  a  banker's, 
and  a  committee  was  sppointed  to  ma- 
nage the  afiairs  of  the  club,  and  Co  ad- 
nunister  the  funds,  but  no  member  of 
the  committee  had  authority  to  draw 
cheques,  except  three  who  were  chosen 
Ibi  that  purpose,  and  whose  Hgnatares 
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were  conntersigned  by  the  secretary: — 
Held,  in  an  action  brought  against  two 
of  the  committee  by  a  tradesman  who 
had  supplied  wine  on  credit,  ordered 
by  a  member  of  the  committee  for  the 
use  of  the  club,  that  the  trsdesmin 
was  not  entitled  to  recover,  without 
proving  either  thst  the  defendants  were 
privy  to  the  contract,  or  that  the  deal- 
ing on  credit  was  in  furtherance  of  the 
common  object  and  purposes  of  the 
clnb,     Todd  T.  Emlg,  427 

PROCESS. 

Dittringat. 
When  it  may  ittue. 

A  distringas  may  iasne  a^er  the  ex- 
piration of  four  months  from  the  issn- 
ing  of  the  writ  of  summons. 

A  writ  of  summons  was  issued  on 
the  5th  of  July,  but  it  did  not  appear 
whether  any  attempt  was  made  to  serve 
it  or  not.  On  the  5ih  of  December, 
an  alias  writ  of  summons  was  aued  oot, 
and  the  plaintiff  not  being  able  to  efiect 
service  of  it,  obtained  a  distringas  is 
for  a  non-appearance  to  the  original 
writ  of  summons : — Ueid,  that  the  dis- 
tringas tras  not  irregular.  Peoree  v. 
Swain,  543 

PROCHEIN  AMY. 
The  wife  of  a  minor  having  com- 
mitted adultery  whilst  her  husband  was 
abroad  in  the  East  Indies,  the  father 
ured  himself  to  be  appointed  pro- 
1  amy,  and  commenced  an  actiou 

out  his  knowledge  or  authority,  and  re- 
covered  a  verdict.  On  motion  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings,  on  the  gronad 
of  there  being  no  authority  from  the 
to  bring  the  action:— ^e^  first, 
that  as  the  defendant  had  resson  to  be- 
lieve long  before  the  trial,  that  the 
authority  of  the  son  could  not  have  been 
obtained,  he  ought  to  have  made  in- 
quiries then,  and  that  the  application 
was  now  too  late.    Secondly,  that  no 
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authority  from  the  son  was  necessary 
to  enable  the  father  to  sue  as  prochein 
amy ;  and  there  being  nothing  to  shew 
that  he  was  not  properly  appointed 
prochein  amy,  that  it  must  be  assumed 
to  have  been  properly  done,  and  that 
the  son  would  be  bound  by  the  judg- 
ment in  this  action.  Morgan  ▼.  Thome, 

400 

QUiE  EST  EADEM. 
See  Pleading,  III.  (5). 

RAILWAY  ACT. 

(1).    CaUs,   when  properly  made — 
Pleadings, 

In  an  action  by  a  Railway  Com- 
pany for  calls,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  "the  defendant  subscribed  for  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  £5000, 
towards  the  undertaking  mentioned  in 
the  act,"  &c.  The  Company  were 
empowered  by  the  3rd  section  of  the 
act  to  raise  a  million  of  money  for  con- 
structing and  maintaining  the  railway ; 
and  by  the  195th  section  it  appeared 
that  £660,000  had  been  subscribed  for 
by  several  persons,  under  a  contract 
binding  themselves  and  their  heirs,  be- 
fore the  passing  of  the  act.  A  motion 
having  been  made  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  the  declara- 
tion should  have  alleged  a  subscription 
by  deed; — Held,  that  the  declaration 
was  good  after  verdict. 

Semble,  that  it  would  have  been 
also  good  on  special  demurrer. 

By  the  121st  section,  the  directors 
were  empowered  to  make  calls,  the 
aggregate  amount  not  to  exceed  £100, 
and  no  call  to  exceed  £10  upon  each 
share,  and  an  interval  of  three  calen- 
dar months  was  to  elapse  between  the 
days  of  payment  of  each  call.  It  also 
required  diat  twenty-one  days'  notice 
should  be  given  of  every  call,  by  ad- 
Tertisement  in  certain  newspapers,  and 
enacted  that  all  money  so  odled  for 


should  be  paid  to  such  persons,  at  such 
times  and  places,  as  in  the  said  notice 
should  be  appointed.  A  resolution  of 
the  directors  was  made  for  a  call  of  £8 
per  share ;  but  the  resolution,  although 
it  mentioned  the  period  within  which 
the  call  was  to  be  paid,  did  not  specify 
the  place  where,  or  person  to  whom, 
the  payment  was  to  be  made.  The 
notice  of  that  call,  inserted  in  the  local 
newspapers,  according  to  the  directions 
of  the  act,  specified  the  time  and  place 
of  payment  and  the  persons  to  whom 
the  payment  was  to  be  made : — Held, 
first,  that  the  publication  of  the  notice 
must  be  assumed  to  be  the  act  of  the 
directors;  secondly,  that  the  call  was 
properly  made.  The  Great  North  of 
England  Railway  Co,    v.  Biddulph^ 
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(2).    Calls,  when  properly    made — 
Transfer  of  Shares,  when  valid. 

The  Sheffield  and  Manchester  Rail- 
way Act,  (7  Will.  4,  c.  xxi),  by  s.  1 15, 
empowered  the  directors  from  time  to 
time  to  make  such  calls  from  the  pro- 
prietors, on  their  respective  shares,  as 
they  from  time  to  time  should  find  ne- 
cessary, so  that  no  call  should  exceed 
£10   on   each  share,  and  that   there 
should  be  an  interval  of  three  calendar 
months  between  each  successive  call, 
and  twenty-one  days*  notice  should  be 
given  of  every  such  call  by  advertise- 
ment in  the  local  newspapers ;  and  the 
proprietors  were  thereby  required  to 
pay  the  calls  on  their  shares  to  such 
person,  at  such  time,   at  such  place, 
and  in  such  manner,  as  the  directors 
should  from  time  to  time  direct  or  ap- 
point.    The  directors  made  a  resolu- 
tion for  a  call,  specifying  therein  the 
amount  of  the  call,  and  the  day  of  pay- 
ment, but  not  the  place  where,  or  the 
person  to  whom,  the  payment  was  to 
be  made ;  but  a  notice  of  that  call  sub- 
sequently inserted  in  the  local  news- 
papers, according  to  the  directions  of 
the  act,  specified  aU  those  matters.   In 
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an  action  for  the  amount  of  such  call 
against  a  party  who  was  a  proprietor 
at  the  date  of  the  resolution,  of  die  no- 
tice, and  of  the  day  appointed  for  pay- 
ment, it  not  appearing  also  that  there 
was  any  change  in  the  directory  during 
that  interval:— i/«/</,  that  the  call  was 
properly  made. 

By  another  resolution,  made  on  the 
Idth  of  March,  the  directors  resolved 
that  a  call  of  £5  should  he  made  on  the 
30th  of  March  instant,  to  be  paid  on 
the  1st  of  May : — Heldy  that  the  call 
was  not  invalid  because  the  resolution 
was  prospective. 

Some  of  the  directors  hy  whom  the 
resolutions  for  the  calls  were  made, 
were  members  of  a  banking  company, 
who  were  the  bankers  and  treasurers  of 
the  Railway  Company,  and  as  such 
received  and  gave  receipts  for  calls, 
and  paid  cheques  drawn  by  the  direc- 
tors, &c.  A  clause  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament (sect.  150)  enacted,  that  no 
person  concerned  or  interested  in  any 
contract  with  the  Company  should  be 
capable  of  being  chosen  a  director,  and 
that  if  any  director  should  directly  or 
indirectly  be  concerned  in  any  contract 
with  the  Company,  he  should  thereon 
be  immediately,  and  was  thereby  dis- 
charged from  the  direction  : — Held^ 
that  this  clause  applied  only  to  contracts 
made  with  the  Company  in  prosecution 
of  its  enterprise,  and  did  not  disqualify 
the  directors  above  mentioned. 

Another  clause  (sect.  159)  directed 
that  the  orders  and  proceedings  of  the 
directors  should  be  entered  in  a  book, 
and  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the 
meeting,  and  enacted,  that  when  so 
entered  and  signed,  they  should  be 
deemed  originals,  and  be  read  in  evi- 
dence without  proof  of  the  persons 
making  or  entering  them  being  direc- 
tors, or  of  the  signature  of  the  chair- 
man : — Held,  that  a  book  of  proceed- 
ings, purporting  to  be  signed  '*  W.  S., 
deputy  chairman,*'  was  evidence  per 
«e,  without  proof  that  W.  S.  was  in 


fact  deputy  chairman,  or  as  socli  pre- 
sided at  the  meeting. 

A  transfer  of  railway  shares  from  an 
original  subscriber  to  the  nndertaking, 
made  before  the  formation  of  a  register 
of  proprietors  pursuant  to  the  act,  but 
after  the  passing  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, is  good,  fdthough  the  transferror 
be  never  registered  as  a  proprietor. 

Where  the  act  required  such  trans- 
fer to  be  by  deed,  and  a  transfer  of 
shares  was  executed  by  the  seller  with 
a  blank  for  the  purchaser's  name,  and 
stating  the  consideration  untruly,  but  the 
purchaser  afterwards  signed  and  trans- 
mitted to  the  Company,  in  pursuance 
of  the  act,  a  proxy  paper  describing 
him  as  the  proprietor  of  the  shares : — 
Hddi  in  an  action  by  the  Company 
against  him  for  calls  on  such  sharesi 
that  he  was  precluded  from  disputing 
the  validity  of  the  transfer.  The  Skef" 
Jteidf  jishion-under-Lyne,  and  Mm^ 
Chester  Railway   Co.    y.   Woodcock^ 
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Transfer  of  —  Implied   Undertaidng 
against  stUsequent  Calli — Pleading. 

On  the  20ih  of  February,  1838, 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract 
with  the  defendant,  through  their  re- 
spective brokers,  for  the  saie  of  thirty 
shares  in  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Rail- 
way, at  7/*  5s,  per  share,  and  the 
usual  contract  notes  passed  between 
the  parties,  no  time  being  mentioned  for 
the  completion  of  the  purchase.  On 
the  3rd  of  March,  the  defendant  wrote 
to  the  plaintiff's  brokers,  requesting 
them  to  "  dispatch  the  thirty  Bristol 
and  Exeter  sharee  forthwith,*'  and  they 
replied  the  same  day,  ''we  herewith 
send  you  the  transfer  of  thirty  Bristol 
and  Exeter  shares  tn  blank,"  This 
was  accordingly  done,  and  the  pur- 
chase-money was  paid.  Calls  were 
subsequently  made  on  these  shares, 
and  they  not  being  registered  in  the 
name  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
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remaining  the  appuent  ownet  of  them, 
he  was  compelled  to  pa;  the  calls.  In 
an  action  againat  the  defendant  for  not 
indemnifying  the  plaintiff  for  the  pay- 
ments and  liahilities  in  tegpect  of  the 
calls: — Held,  that  under  the  above 
drcumttancea,  there  was  no  undertak- 
ing implied  by  law  to  indemnify  against 
all  subseqaent  calls,  nor  any  evidence  of 
such  an  uDderlahing  in  point  of  bet. 

The  declaration,  after  setting  forth 
the  contract,  contained  ui  averment 
that  the  plaintiff  bad  "  always  from  the 
dme  of  the  sale  of  the  said  shares,  and 
the  m&hing  of  the  eaid  promise  hither- 
to, been  readj/  and  toilUng  to  traiufer 
the  said  shares  to  the  defendant,  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  taid  con- 
tract." This  was  traversed  by  plea : — 
Beld,  that  there  was  sufScient  evi- 
dence in  the  case  of  such  readiness; 
but  that  if  it  had  been  necestaty  in 
order  to  support  the  allegation,  to  prove 
the  tender  of  a  valid  conveyance,  it 
wonld  not  have  been  enScient.  ^utn- 
bk  V.  Langtion,  S 1 7 

REGISTRY  ACT. 
Set  Ship. 

RELEASE. 
See  CoupoGiTioN  Deed. 

RESERVATION. 
Of  Right  oftporting. 
By  a  deed,  A.  and  B.  conveyed  to  D, 
and  his  heirs  certain  lands,  exoepting 
and  reserting  to  A.  B.  &  C,  their 
heirs  and  assigiM,  liberty  to  come  into 
and  upon  the  lands,  and  there  to  hawk, 
hunt,  fish,  and  fowl: — Held,  that  this 
was  not  in  law  a  retervatitm  properly 
so  called,  but  a  Hew  ffraitl  by  D.  (who 
executed  the  deed),  of  the  liberty 
therein  mentioned:  and  therefore  that 
it  might  enure  in  favour  of  C.  and  his 
heirs,  although  be  was  not  a  party  to 
tlu  dMd.    Wiekkam  i.  Bamker,    63 


(0- 

A  writ  of  ca.  sa.  was  indorsed  by 
mistake  for  a  larger  sum  than  the 
amount  really  due,  and  after  the  debtor 
had  been  taken  in  execution,  the  mis- 
take was  corrected  hy  a  Judge's  order  : 
—Held,  that  the  sheriff's  dum  for 
poundage  must  be  regulated  accord- 
ingly, and  that  he  waa  only  entitled  to 
poundage  upon  the  debt  really*  dne. 
jSvom  v.  Manero,  463 

(2).  Feet  of. 

A  sheriff,  on  making  a  levy  under 
an  execution,  is  only  entitled  to  his 
ponndage  under  29  Eliz.  c.  4,  and  to 
such  fees  as  are  allowed  by  tlie  table 
of  fees  framed  under  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict, 
c.  Q5;  and  although  he  be  put  to  ex- 
tra trouble  and  expense  in  making  the 
levy,  he  cannot  claim  more.  Slater  v. 
Home,  413 

(3).  Action  agaitut  for  Extortion — 
Tender  ef  Exeeu — Evidence. 

The  sheriff  seized  goods  in  the  pos- 
session of  S.,  to  satisfy  a  li.  fs.  issued 
against  him  upon  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit for  £67.  S.  had  previously  con- 
veyed all  his  estate  and  effects  to  H. 
by  a  deed  which  it  was  contended  was 
fraudulent  and  void  against  creditors ; 
ondH. gave  notice  to  ihe  sheriff's  officer 
not  to  sell,  and  demanded  the  goods. 
The  officer  refused  to  deliver  them  ex- 
cept on  payment  of  £97,  (the  additional 
£30  being  claimed  for  ponndage,  ex- 
penses, &c.)  which  the  person  sent  by 
H.  to  demand  the  goods  paid  nndec 
protest.  The  sheriff,  being  mled  to 
return  the  writ,  returned  that  he  had 
levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiff  S.  the  sum  of  £67.  In  aa 
action  for  money  bad  and  received, 
brought  by  S.  against  the  sheriff  to 
recover  bock  the  £30: — Held,  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  prove  a  tender  of 
the  £67. 

Held,  also,  that  a  leUer  from  tha 
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under-sheriff  to  the  officer  in  posses- 
sion^  directing  him  to  demand  only 
the  £67 1  if  S.  came  to  pay  the  amount 
of  the  execution,  was  not  admissible 
in  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendants. 
Hel€^  however,  that  it  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  and  ought  to  have 
been  left  to  them,  whether  the  money 
paid  to  redeem  the  goods  was  the 
money  of  S.  or  not,  and  that  if  it  was 
not,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover: 
and  that  the  sheriff  was  not  estopped 
by  his  return  to  say  that  the  excess 
beyond  the  £67  was  not  the  money 
of  S.     Scar/e  v.  Halltfax^  288 

SHIP. 

(1).  Authority  of  Master — Charter- 
party. 

Where  A.  the  charterer  of  a  vessel, 
by  the  charterparty,  agreed  that  on 
the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  the  outward 
port,  he  would,  through  his  agent  there, 
supply  cash  to  the  roaster  for  the  dis- 
bursements of  the  vessel,  to  be  repaid 
by  bills  to  be  drawn  by  the  master  on 
the  owner :  and,  on  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  there,  the  agent  supplied  goods 
for  the  use  of  the  crew,  and  paid  cer- 
tain money  demands  made  on  the  mas- 
ter, but  did  not  advance  any  actual 
cash : — Held,  that  although  it  was  not 
shewn  that  any  bills  were  drawn  by  the 
master  for  the  amount,  A.  might  reco- 
Ter  it  from  the  owner  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  and  for  money 
paid,  the  master  having  authority  to 
obtain  supplies  of  goods  and  money  for 
the  necessary  use  of  the  ship  on  the 
credit  of  the  owner,  independently  of 
the  express  stipulation  of  the  charter- 
party.     Weston  V.  Wright^  396 

(2).  Authority  of  Master  to  sell  Ship 
— Ratification  by  Owner — Regis- 
try Act. 

Semble,  that  the  master  of  a  ship 
has  authority,  when,  in  consequence  of 
injury  to  the  ship  during  the  voyage, 
there  is  no  prospect  of  bringing  her  to 


the  termination  of  the  Toyage,  to  sell 
her  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  inter- 
ested. 

At  all  events,  where  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale  have  been  received  by  the 
owner,  that  is  a  sufficient  ratification 
by  him  of  the  act  of  the  master  in  seU- 
ing  her,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
afterwards  recovering  back  the  ship 
from  the  purchaser  or  one  claiming  un- 
der him. 

So,  it  is  equally  a  ratification  of  a 
sale  by  an  auctioneer,  acting  nnder  a 
parol  authority  from  the  master. 

And  where,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  ship  was  transferred  by  an 
instrument  executed  by  the  auctioneer, 
under  seal,  but  in  other  respects  com- 
plying with  the  requisitions  of  the  Re- 
gistry Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  55,  s.  31, 
it  was  held,  that  the  ratification  of  the 
owner  was  sufficient  to  give  validity  to 
the  transfer;  for  that,  as  the  statute 
does  not  require  a  transfer  under  seal, 
the  instrument  might  have  the  effect  of 
a  written  transfer  by  the  master  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
deed  of  the  auctioneer. 

The  purchaser  of  a  vessel  under 
such  circumstances  cannot  set  up  any 
defence  of  lien  against  an  action  of 
trover  by  the  owner.  Hunter  Y.Parker, 
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SLANDER. 
(1).  Words  actionable  per  se. 

A  declaration  for  the  following  words, 
alleged  to  have  been  spoken  by  the  de- 
i  fondant's  wife,  of  the  plaintiff: — **  You 
robbed  me,  for  I  found  the  thing  you 
have  done  it  with:'* — Held,  that  the 
words  were  actionable  per  se,  without 
any  colloquium  or  innnendo  to  explain 
the  sense  in  which  they  were  used. 
Rowcli^e  V.  Edmonds,  12 

(2).  Imputation  of  Insolvency. 

Slander  for  speaking  of  the  plaintiff 
the  following  words: — **I  urill  bet 
£5  to  £1  that  Mr.  J.  (the  plaintiff) 


A 


STOCK-JOBBING  ACT. 


USE  AND  OCCUPATION.  667 


was  in  a  sponging-bouse  for  debt  witb- 
in  tbe  last  fortnigbt,  and  I  can  pro- 
duce tbe  man  wbo  locked  bim  np ;  tbe 
man  told  me  so  bimself."  And  in 
answer  to  tbe  following  question  from 
a  bystander,  ''Do  you  mean  to  say, 
that  Mr.  J.,  brewer,  of  Rosebill,  bas 
been  to  a  sponging-bouse  witbin  tbis 
last  fortnigbt  for  debt?"  tbe  defendant 
said,  "  Yes,  I  do."  Tbe  jury  found 
tbat  tbe  words  were  spoken  of  tbe 
plaintiff  in  tbe  way  of  bis  trade : — Held, 
tbat  tbe  action  was  maintainable,  and 
tbat  tbe  verdict  was  rigbt,  as  it  was 
plain  from  tbe  conversation  tbat  tbe 
words  were  spoken  of  tbe  plaintiff  in 
bis  character  of  a  brewer. 

Semble,  also,  tbat  tbe  words  were 
actionable  independently  of  tbat,  be- 
cause tbey  must  necessarily  affect  tbe 
plaintiff  in  bis  trade  and  credit.  Janea 
V.  Littler,  423 

STAMP. 

(1.)  On  Agreement . 

An  agreement  for  tbe  sale  of  a  bouse 
slated  tbat  tbe  sale  was  subject  to  tbe 
covenants  set  fortb  "  in  a  draft  lease 
delivered  tbis  day:" — Held^  tbat  in 
calculating  tbe  number  of  words  witb 
reference  to  tbe  stamp  upon  tbe  agree- 
ment, tbe  covenants  in  tbe  lease  were 
not  to  be  included;  and,  tbe  agreement 
containing  less  tban  1080  words,  and 
being  stamped  witb  a  £1  stamp,  tbat 
tbe  stamp  was  sufficient.  Sneezutn  v. 
Marehall,  417 

(2).  On  Bond. 

A  bond  conditioned  to  secure  a 
principal  sum,  witb  interest  at  £5  per 
cent,  commencing  from  a  previous  day, 
is  only  liable  to  stamp  duty  on  tbe 
principal  sum.  Barker  v.  Smark,  590 

STOCK-JOBBING  ACT. 

Indebitatus  assumpsit  for  stock  sold 
and  caused  to  be  transferred  by  tbe 
plaintiff  to  tbe  defendant,  and  by  tbe 
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defendant  duly  accepted.  Plea,  tbat 
tbe  stock  alleged  to  be  caused  to  be 
transferred  was  so  caused  to  be  trans- 
ferred by  virtue  of  an  agreement  witb 
tbe  plaintiff  for  the  transfer  of  tbe  same 
in  consideration  of  4531/.  5s,,  to  be 
therefore  paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
same;  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  such  agreement  tbe  plaintiff  woe 
not  actually  poueseed  of  or  entUled 
to  the  stock  in  his  own  right  &o.,  by 
means  whereof  the  said  contract  be- 
came and  was  null  and  void  i-^Held, 
tbat  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  tbe  ae-* 
tion,  and  tbat  the  contract  was  not 
witbin  tbe  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8.  Mor^ 
timer  v.  M'Callan,  20 

TRESPASS. 
See  Pleadiko,  II.  (7). 

TROVER. 

See  Executor  and  Adhikistbator. 

TURNPIKE  ACT. 
Construction  of. 

Tbe  words  **  inclosed  lands,"  in  tbe 
97th  and  98th  sections  of  the  Turn- 
pike Act,  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  mean  lands 
which  are  actually  inclosed  and  sur- 
rounded with  fences;  and  therefore 
where  lands  situate  on  the  Downs  were 
not  fenced  off,  although  private  pro» 
perty : — Held,  that  a  surveyor  ap- 
pointed by  the  commissioners  might 
take  materials  for  the  repair  of  a  turn- 
pike road,  without  the  order  of  justices 
mentioned  in  tbe  98tb  section,  such 
lands  not  being  witbin  the  meaning  of 
tbe  words  ''  inclosed  lands,''  contained 
in  that  section.  But  it  is  otherwise 
where  the  land  is  surrounded  by  a 
fence,  though  it  be  out  of  repair. 
Te^ell  V.  Crosskey,  441 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

A.  let  premises  to  four  persons,  B.. 
C,  D.,  and  E.,  for  a  year  certain,  end- 
ing at  Midsummer,  1839,  with  a  pro- 
z  z  If .  w. 
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viso  that  if,  a  month  at  least  before  the 
termination  of  the  year,  a  request  were 
to  him  to  that  effect^  A.  would  grant 
them  a  lease  for  seven,  fourteen,  or 
twenty-one  years.  The  lessees  were 
directors  of  a  joint  stock  bank,  and  oc- 
cupied the  premises  for  the  purpose  of 
its  business.  B.  ceased  to  be  a  director 
in  January,  and  C.  in  March,  1839. 
On  the  91st  of  May,  the  solicitor  of  the 
directors  applied  to  A.  to  renew  the 
tenancy  for  another  year  to  the  then 
directors;  but  no  agreement  to  that 
effect  was  finally  executed.  On  the 
20th  of  June,  the  solicitor  applied  for 
a  renewal  of  the  agreement  for  a  quarter 
of  a  year ;  to  which  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
2drd,  replied  **  that  he  should  consider 
of  it."  Nothing  further  passed  between 
the  parties,  but  at  the  Michaelmas  fol- 
lowing the  premises  were  delivered  up 
to  A. : — Heldf  that  the  four  original 
lessees  were  liable  to  A.,  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation,  for  the  rent  of 
the  quarter  from  Midsummer  to  Michael- 
mas.    Christy  v.  Tanered,  127 

USURY. 

In  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt, the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  before 
the  bankruptcy,  he  advanced  the  bank- 
rupt a  sum  of  money  upon  the  de- 
posit of  the  goods  in  respect  of  which 
the  action  was  brought.  Replication, 
that  it  was  corruptly,  and  against  the 
fwm  of  the  statutes,  &c.  agreed  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  bankrupt, 
that  the  latter  should  pay  the  defendant 
for  the  loan  of  the  money  £10  per 
cent.: — Held,  on  special  demurrer, 
that  the  averment  of  the  contract  being 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  was  not 
a  sufficient  allegation  that  it  was  illegal ; 
and  that  the  replication  was  bad,  for 
not  alleging  either  that  the  contract  was 
made  before  the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict. 
€.  80,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  came  into 
operation,  or  that  it  was  excepted  from 
the  provisions  of  those  acts.  Tur^and 
v.  Mosedim,  504 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

See  Pleading,  II.  (7),  2,  3. 

Action  for  not  completing  Purchase — 

Vamaffes, 

Where  a  party  has  been  let  into  pos- 
session of  lands  under  a  contract  of 
purchase,  but  does  not  complete  the 
purchase,  and  refuses  to  pay  the  pur- 
chase-money, and  no  conveyance  is 
executed,  the  vendors  cannot  recover 
from  him  the  whole  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, but  only  the  damages 
actually  sustained  by  his  breach  of  con- 
tract. 

In  assumpsit  by  the  Tender  against 
the  purchasers  of  land,  the  declaration 
stated,  that  in  consideration  of  the 
plaintiff's  selling  to  the  defendants  cer- 
tain land,  to  be  paid /or  as  soon  as  the 
conveyance  should  be  completed,  the 
defendants  promised  to  purchase  and 
pay  for  the  same.  Averment,  that  al- 
though the  plaintiff  had  allowed  the 
defendants  to  enter  into  possession  of 
the  lands,  and  had  always  been  ready  and 
willing  to  make  a  good  title,  and  offered 
the  defendants  to  execute  a  conveyance, 
and  would  have  tendered  a  proper  con- 
veyance, but  that  the  defendants  dis- 
chary ed  him  from  so  doing;  yet  the 
defendants  did  not  regard  their  said 
promise,  and  did  not  pay  the  plaint^ 
the  purchase-money,  or  any  part  there- 
of. Plea,  that  no  conveyance  had  ever 
been  made  or  executed  to  the  defend- 
ants:— Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that 
the  plea  was  bad,  and  the  declaration 
good. 

Qu€ere,  whether  the  declaration  would 
have  been  sufficient  on  ^pecio/ demurer? 
Laird  v.  Pim,  474 

VENUE. 

Undertaking  to  give  Material 
Evidence, 

An  undertaking  to  give  material  evi- 
dence of  some  matter  in  issue  arising 
in  a  particular  county,  is  satisfied  by 


VENUE.  WITNESS.              669 

evidence  arising  in  that  county,  which  WITNESS, 
bears  on  the  amonnt  of  damages. 

In  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  (1).  Competmey  o/DetUe. 

of  a  horse,  in  which  the  issue  raised  on  j^  ^  ^^^^^  „f  jg,,t  ^^^  ,  ^^^^^^ 

the  pleadings  was,  whcAer  the  ^ainuff  „„  ^  y^^^  „,  ^^  t^gt^tor.  in  which  the 

bought  the  horse  of  the  defendant  or  question  is  whether  the  signature  of  the 

not,  payment  m  Middlesex  of  the  keep  t^jator  is  a  forgery  or  not,  a  party  en- 

of  the  horse,  after  notice  to  the  defend-  titled,  under  the  testator's  will,  to  an 

ant  of  Its  unsoundness,  was  held  suffi-  ,„„„it_  d^^j  „„  yAs  real  estate,  is 

cient  to  satisfy  the  undertaking  to  give  ^^^  ^  competent  witness  for  the  defend- 

material  evidence  in  that  county.  ^^^     j,^^  ,_  2)aw>».                   285 

Qtuere,  whether  a  letter  of  the  plain- 

tiff's  attorney  to  the  defendant,  written  .j).  Examination  of  Witneitei 

in  Middlesex,  but  posted  m  London,  ^  ''             Abroad 
giving  notice  of  the  unsoundness,  and 

requiring  the  defendant  to  take  back  In  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown, 
the  horse,  otherwise  it  would  be  sold  the  Court  has  no  power,  under  the 
by  a  certain  day,  (verbal  notice  to  the  1  Will.  4,  c«  22,  at  the  defendant's  in- 
same  effect  having  been  previously  given  stance*  to  direct  a  commission  for  the 
to  him),  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  such  examination  of  witnesses.  Regina  v. 
undertaking?  Greenway  v.  Titch-  Wood,  571 
mar9h,                                              221 
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